* U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service







Conboy Lake
National Wildlife Refuge

Comprehensive Conservation Plan

Prepared by:

Conboy Lake National Wildlife Refuge
Mid-Columbia National Wildlife Refuge Complex
64 Maple Street
Burbank, Washington 99323

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Pacific Northwest Planning Team
911 NE 11" Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97232

December 2014



U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Conboy Lake National Wildlife Refuge
Comprehensive Conservation Plan
Approval Submission

In accordance with the National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act, as amended, the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service completed a Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP) for Conboy Lake
National Wildlife Refuge. The purpose of this CCP is to specify a management direction for the
Refuge for the next 15 years. The goals, objectives and strategies for improving Refuge conditions—
including the types of habitat we will provide, partnership opportunities and management actions
needed to achieve desired future conditions—are described in the CCP. The effects of the CCP on the
human environment were described in the draft CCP and Environmental Assessment. This CCP is

submitted for approval by the Regional Director.
7 M 4
'Date /

Concur: 2L & )44 ;Z_ 9 //e// Y

Acting  Refuge Supervisdr Daté

Submitted by:

Mid-Columbia River National Wildlife Refuge Complex

concur,_ 20 C %@(ﬁﬁ/ éf/i 2/1y

Regional Chief; National Wildlife Refuge System Ddte /
Region 1

Approved: /WI/’V\/]/\ W @/ ‘ 9 / 14

Regional Pikector, Region 1 " T Date
Portland, gon



nmccarthy
Typewritten Text
Acting


Conboy Lake National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan

Finding of No Significant Impact
for the
Conboy Lake National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan
Klickitat County, Washington

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has completed a Comprehensive Conservation Plan
(CCP) and Environmental Assessment (EA) for Conboy Lake National Wildlife Refuge
(Refuge). The CCP/EA describes our proposals for managing the Refuge and their effects on the
human environment under two alternatives, including the “no action” alternative.

The purpose and need for the CCP is to provide reasonable, scientifically grounded guidance for
improving the Refuge’s riparian, wetland, forest, and meadow habitats for the long-term
conservation of native plants and animals and migratory birds. Additionally, the CCP provides
guidance for the implementation of high-quality public use programs in hunting, fishing, wildlife
observation, photography, environmental education, and interpretation; protection of cultural
resources; and for full compliance with legal and policy mandates. The CCP will guide
management of the Refuge for 15 years.

Alternatives Considered

Alternative 1 (Current Management): Alternative 1 satisfies the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969 (NEPA) requirement of a “no action” alternative, which we define as “continuing
current management.” It describes our existing management priorities and activities for the
Refuge, and serves as a baseline for comparing and contrasting with Alternative 2.

Alternative 2: Alternative 2 is the Service-preferred alternative. Under Alternative 2, most
current management actions would continue. Refuge habitats would continue to be managed for
priority species whose habitat needs also benefit other species of conservation concern that are
found in the region. In particular, we would focus on providing habitat for priority migratory
birds, such as waterfowl, waterbirds, shorebirds, and landbirds; for rare and declining species,
such as the Oregon spotted frog, Mardon skipper, rosy owl-clover, Ames’ milk-vetch; and for
other native wildlife species.

The Water Management Plan would be revised within 2 years of plan completion and then
modified as needed. Haying and mowing would continue, but grazing would be added as a
potential management tool for reed canarygrass. Existing dikes would be evaluated and
potentially modified to achieve target water levels. Additionally, disking and prolonged deep
flooding would be potentially used to control reed canarygrass. In areas with known Oregon
spotted frog oviposition and rosy owl-clover sites, these techniques would be performed on an
experimental basis with pre- and post-monitoring. An aggressive bullfrog and bullhead fish
control program would be implemented. The cover of shrubs and trees would be reduced in
upland meadow habitats using mechanized removal and prescribed fire, where appropriate. A
program to actively create snags in all forest types would be implemented to benefit
woodpeckers, other insectivore birds, and cavity-nesting species. Additional forest thinning in all
forest stand types would occur to create structural diversity and allow regeneration of understory
species and young trees.
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Visitor services opportunities would be provided in key areas. The Refuge would continue with
the same public access hours, but increase the area open to nonconsumptive access. The Willard
Springs Trail would be realigned, lengthened, and given a new interpretive emphasis.

Environmental education would receive a greater emphasis through volunteer recruitment and
new partnerships with teachers and schools. New interpretive exhibits would be installed along
the Willard Springs Trail, the Observation Overlook, and the Whitcomb-Cole Hewn Log House.
Deer hunting within the 100-acre deer hunting area would be discontinued; elsewhere, waterfowl
hunting and fishing would remain much the same.

New cultural resource protection measures would be implemented through completing a cultural
resources overview, establishing new tribal partnerships, evaluating the National Register of
Historic Places eligibility of archeological sites, and developing an inadvertent discovery plan.

Summary of Effects

Alternative 1 (Current Management): Under Alternative 1, the Service would continue with the
existing programs of protection, enhancement, and restoration of habitats; wildlife-dependent
public uses; and cultural resource protection. Over the long term, the overall effects of current
management on the physical, biological, and socioeconomic environments within and
surrounding the Refuge would be negligible to minor positive. There may be short-term, minor,
negative impacts associated with individual management actions (e.g., increased turbidity due to
maintenance of the water delivery system). However, best management practices and/or
mitigation measures would be implemented, as necessary, to minimize adverse impacts.

Alternative 2: Alternative 2 does not propose any major changes in management direction. Those
changes that are proposed are generally incremental (e.g., treating only a few acres of habitat
annually) or are limited in scope (e.g., closing the deer hunting area that rarely has deer or
hunters). Management actions in Alternative 2 would be expected to provide more benefits to the
natural and human environment than it would cause adverse effects.

Generally, there would be negligible effects on the physical environment, including soils and air
quality, over the long term. In the short term, individual actions may have negative effects;
however, due to the limited duration, area, and intensity of these activities, the effects would be
minor. Overall, a long-term minor to intermediate beneficial effect is expected for Refuge
habitats and associated species, including special status species, from habitat management
actions. There could be negligible to minor negative impacts from recreational activities where
they would occur; however, these impacts to biological resources would be minimized through
use stipulations.

The availability and quality of wildlife-dependent recreation on the Refuge would have minor
improvements under Alternative 2, but within a regional context, the cumulative change would
be small. Implementing the Refuge hunt program would result in no significant impacts to
population levels to hunted or nonhunted wildlife species. Effects to socioeconomics are
expected to be negligible to minor. Under Alternative 2, outreach, interpretation, survey, and
evaluation of cultural resources would be expanded. In general, this would help to strengthen
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long-term protection and preservation of all cultural resources at the Refuge, leading to minor to
intermediate benefits. Negative impacts to cultural resources from implementation of any of the
activities under this alternative are would be negligible. Therefore, the effects from
implementing Alternative 2 are not expected to have any significant beneficial or adverse effects
on Refuge resources or other elements of the human environment.

Public Involvement

The Service incorporated a variety of public involvement techniques in developing and
reviewing the CCP/EA. This included an open house; a planning update; meetings with partners,
state agencies, other federal agencies, and the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama
Nation (Yakama Nation); and public review and comment on the draft CCP/EA. The draft
CCP/EA was available for a 34-day period of public review and comment from January 16,
2014, to February 18, 2014. During that period, the Service received four comment letters, three
from private citizens and one from the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency. Subsequent to
the comment period, the Service received a letter from the Yakama Nation on March 17, 2014,
which the Service accepted as part of the comments. The details of our public involvement
program are described in Appendix K. Following an analysis of the comment letters, the Service
prepared responses to all substantive comments, which are in Appendix O.

Selection of Management Alternative for the Final CCP

Based on our comprehensive review and analysis in the CCP/EA and the comments received
during the public, agency, and government review of the draft CCP/EA, we selected Alternative
2 as presented in the draft for implementation. The management strategies described in
Alternative 2 will guide management of the Refuge in a manner that:

e Achieves the mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System, as well as the purposes,

vision, and goals of the Refuge.

Maintains and restores the ecological integrity of the Refuge’s habitats and populations.

Addresses the important issues identified during the CCP scoping process.

Addresses the legal mandates of the Service and the Refuge.

Is consistent with the scientific principles of sound wildlife management and endangered

species recovery.

e Facilitates priority public uses appropriate and compatible with the Refuge’s purposes
and the Refuge System mission.

Based on the public comments we received and considered, the CCP was slightly modified
between the draft and final. Most of the changes were made to improve readability and accuracy.
None of the changes would result in a significant impact on the environment.
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Conclusions

Based on review and evaluation of the information contained in the supporting references, I have
determined that implementing Alternative 2 as the CCP for Conboy Lake National Wildlife
Refuge is not a major Federal action that would significantly affect the quality of the human
environment within the meaning of Section 102(2)(c) of the National Environmental Policy Act
of 1969. Accordingly, we are not required to prepare an environmental impact statement.

Tl Thpe 9///Datk//c(

Regional Dil@:tor
Pacific Region

Note: This Finding of No Significant Impact and supporting references are available for public
review at Conboy Lake National Wildlife Refuge, 100 Refuge Road, Glenwood, WA 98619;
Mid-Columbia River National Wildlife Refuge Complex, 64 Maple Street, Burbank, WA 99323;
and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Division of Planning, 911 NE 1 1 Avenue, Portland, OR
97232. These documents can also be found on the Internet at pacific.fws.gov/planning/ and for a
limited time at www.fws.gov/refuge/conboy lake/management.html. Interested and affected
parties are being notified of our decision.
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Chapter 1. Introduction and Background

1.1 Introduction

Conboy Lake National Wildlife Refuge (CLNWR or refuge) was authorized in 1964 by the
Migratory Bird Conservation Commission (MBCC), and the refuge was established in 1965 with the
purchase of the 920-acre Dilling Tract. The approved acquisition boundary for CLNWR is 10,951
acres; the refuge currently encompasses approximately 6,353 acres in fee title ownership, with a
718-acre conservation easement. Located in Klickitat County, Washington, the refuge resides on the
east slope of the Cascade Mountains at the base of Mount Adams and lies within the boundaries of
the Yakama Indian Reservation. CLNWR manages approximately 3,500 acres of wet prairie,
emergent marsh, and seasonally flooded scrub-shrub and forest land habitats, which is approximately
55% of the refuge. Land surrounding the refuge is managed by the Confederated Tribes and Bands
of the Yakama Nation (Yakama Nation), private landowners and the state of Washington. Water
management is the single most important wildlife management issue on the refuge and within the
Glenwood Valley.

Species with management emphasis at the refuge include greater Sandhill cranes, Oregon spotted
frogs, Mardon skippers, Ames’ milk-vetch, and Oregon coyote thistle. CLNWR provides migratory
and breeding habitat for waterfowl of the Pacific Flyway.

CLNWR is administered by the Mid-Columbia River National Wildlife Refuge Complex
(MCRNWRC) in Burbank, Washington. CLNWR is managed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(Service) as part of the National Wildlife Refuge System (NWRS or System). The mission of the
NWRS is to “administer a national network of lands and waters for the conservation, management,
and where appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife, and plant resources and their habitats within
the United States for the benefit of present and future generations of Americans.” The Service, an
agency of the Department of the Interior, is principally responsible for conserving, protecting, and
enhancing fish, wildlife, and plants and their habitats for the continuing benefit of the American
people.

1.2 Significance of the Refuge

The refuge is a haven for plants and animals, supporting Washington’s largest and healthiest
populations of Oregon coyote-thistle, rosy owl-clover, Kellogg’s rush, dwarf rush, and long-bearded
sego lily. A blend of oak, pine, and aspen forests, wetlands, grassy prairies, and streams supports a
diverse and plentiful wildlife community. The rich habitat diversity sustains thriving populations of
migrating waterfowl and songbirds. Elk are plentiful and frequently seen along refuge roads. The
rare Oregon spotted frog breeds in wetlands throughout the refuge, and CLNWR supports the only
breeding population of greater Sandhill cranes in Washington, approximately 26-27 pairs.

History is also an important part of CLNWR. Native Americans have depended—and still depend—
on the area’s plentiful resources, collecting plants for food and religious purposes, a practice that still
occurs throughout the area to this day. These same resources drew settlers to the area, arriving in the
1870s. One of the early homes, the Whitcomb-Cole Hewn Log House, still stands on the refuge and
is listed on the National Register of Historic Places (National Register).
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1.3 Proposed Action

The Service manages national wildlife refuges as part of the NWRS. The NWRS is subject to the
National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act (Administration Act) of 1966 (16 U.S.C.
688dd-688ee), as amended by the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act (Improvement
Act) of 1997 (Public Law 105-57). The Administration Act mandates that a Comprehensive
Conservation Plan (CCP) be developed for each refuge in the NWRS.

The Service is proposing to adopt and implement a CCP for CLNWR. The CCP sets forth
management guidance for CLNWR for the next 15 years. The Administration Act requires CCPs to
identify and describe:

e The purposes of the refuge;

e The fish, wildlife and plant populations; their habitats; and the archaeological and cultural
values found on the refuge;

o Significant problems that may adversely affect wildlife populations and habitats and ways to
correct or mitigate those problems;

e Areas suitable for administrative sites, visitor facilities, and opportunities for wildlife-
dependent recreation.

NWRS Planning Policy (Service Manual Part 602, 602 FW3, June 21, 2000) states that the purpose
of CCPs is to describe the desired future conditions of a refuge and provide long-range guidance and
management direction to achieve refuge purposes; help fulfill the NWRS mission; maintain and,
where appropriate, restore the ecological integrity of each refuge and the NWRS; help achieve the
goals of the National Wilderness Preservation System; and meet other mandates.

Another purpose of CCPs is to set the appropriate direction for full compliance with other legal and
policy mandates, such as the Service’s Native American Policy.

The Service developed and examined alternatives considered reasonable for future management of
CLNWR and disclosed anticipated effects for each alternative, pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), as amended (42 U.S.C. 4321-4347). The CCP will
implement a series of actions described under the selected alternative, Alternative 2. These goals,
objectives, and strategies will best achieve the purpose and need for the CCP, while maintaining
balance among the varied management needs and programs. The selected management direction will
represent the most balanced approach for achieving CLNWR’s purposes, vision, and goals;
contributing to the NWRS mission; addressing relevant issues and mandates; and managing the
refuge consistent with sound principles of fish and wildlife management.

The alternative has not been appreciably modified between the draft and this final document. The
Service’s Regional Director for the Pacific Region made the final decision about the alternative to be
implemented. For details on the specific components and actions comprising the selected
management direction, see Chapter 2.
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1.4 Purpose and Need for Action

The purpose of the CCP is to provide reasonable, scientifically grounded guidance for improving
CLNWR’s riparian, wetland, forest, and meadow habitats for the long-term conservation of native
plants and animals and migratory birds. The CCP identifies the appropriate actions for protecting
and sustaining the cultural and biological features of CLNWR; the refuge’s waterfowl populations
and habitats; and threatened, endangered, or rare species. A final purpose of the CCP is to provide
guidance for providing high-quality public use programs in hunting, fishing, wildlife observation,
photography, environmental education, and interpretation.

The CCP is needed for a variety of reasons. Primary among these are the need to establish improved
habitat conditions on CLNWR’s forest, riparian, wetland, and meadow habitats—many of which are
degraded by invasive plants—and to identify and deal with key threats to these habitats, including
altered fire regimes and fragmentation. There is a need to secure and control the water supply for the
refuge. There is a need to address CLNWR’s contributions to state-listed species that rely on the
refuge, such as Oregon spotted frogs and greater Sandhill cranes. There is a need to analyze wildlife-
dependent public use programs and to determine what improvements or alterations should be made in
the pursuit of higher-quality programs. Finally, there is a need to describe the steps that should be
taken to better protect and promote cultural resources.

A CCP, and the process used to complete it, also accomplishes other things:

1) Communicates with the public, partners, and other governments’ efforts to carry out the
mission of the NWRS;

2) Provides a clear statement of direction for managing the refuge;

3) Provides neighbors, visitors, and government officials with an understanding of the Service’s
management actions on and around the refuge;

4) Ensures that the Service’s management actions support the goals and intent of the
Administration Act;

5) Ensures refuge plans will be consistent with the fish and wildlife conservation plans of the
state and the conservation programs within the ecosystem, to the extent practicable; and

6) Provides a basis for development of budget requests for the refuge’s operation, maintenance,
and capital improvement needs.

1.5 Legal and Policy Guidance

CLNWR is managed as part of the NWRS within a framework provided by legal and policy
guidelines. The NWRS is the world’s largest network of public lands and waters set aside
specifically for conserving wildlife and protecting ecosystems.

1.5.1 The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

The refuge is managed by the Service, an agency within the Department of the Interior (DOI). The
Service is the principal Federal agency responsible for conserving, protecting, and enhancing the
nation’s fish and wildlife populations and their habitats.
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The mission of the Service is “working with others to conserve, protect, and enhance fish, wildlife,
and plants and their habitats for the continuing benefit of the American people.” Although this is a
shared responsibility with other Federal, State, tribal, local, and private entities, the Service has
specific trust responsibilities for migratory birds, endangered and threatened species, and certain
anadromous fish and marine mammals. The Service has similar trust responsibilities for the lands
and waters it administers to support the conservation and enhancement of fish, wildlife, plants and
their habitats. The Service also enforces Federal wildlife laws and international treaties for importing
and exporting wildlife, assists with state fish and wildlife programs, and helps other countries
develop wildlife conservation programs.

1.5.2 National Wildlife Refuge System

The needs of wildlife and their habitats come first on national wildlife refuges, in contrast to other
public lands that are managed for multiple uses. Refuges are guided by various Federal laws and
executive orders, agency policies, and international treaties. Fundamental are the mission and goals
of the NWRS and the designated purposes of each refuge as described in its establishing legislation,
executive orders, or other documents establishing, authorizing, or expanding the refuge.

Key concepts and guidance of the NWRS derive from the Administration Act (as amended), the
Refuge Recreation Act of 1962 (16 U.S.C. 460k-460k-4, as amended), Title 50 of the Code of
Federal Regulations (CFR) and the Service Manual. The Administration Act is implemented through
regulations covering the NWRS, published in Title 50, Subchapter C of the CFR. These regulations
govern general administration of units of the NWRS.

National Wildlife Refuge System Mission and Goals

The mission of the NWRS is “. . . to administer a national network of lands and waters for the
conservation, management, and where appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife, and plant
resources and their habitats within the United States for the benefit of present and future generations
of Americans.” (Administration Act, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 668dd et seq.)

The goals of the NWRS, as articulated in the Mission Goals and Purposes Policy (601 FW1) are:

o Conserve a diversity of fish, wildlife, and plants and their habitats, including species that are
endangered or threatened with becoming endangered.

e Develop and maintain a network of habitats for migratory birds, anadromous and inter-
jurisdictional fish, and marine mammal populations that is strategically distributed and
carefully managed to meet important life history needs of these species across their ranges.

o Conserve those ecosystems, plant communities, wetlands of national or international
significance, and landscapes and seascapes that are unique, rare, declining, or under-
represented in existing protection efforts.

¢ Provide and enhance opportunities to participate in compatible wildlife-dependent recreation
(hunting, fishing, wildlife observation and photography, and environmental education and
interpretation).

e Foster understanding and instill appreciation of the diversity and interconnectedness of fish,
wildlife, and plants and their habitats.
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National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act

Of all the laws governing activities on national wildlife refuges, the Administration Act undoubtedly
exerts the greatest influence. The Improvement Act amended the Administration Act in 1997 by
including a unifying mission for all national wildlife refuges as a system, adding a new process for
determining compatible uses on refuges and a requirement that each refuge will be managed under a
CCP developed in an open public process.

The Administration Act states that the Secretary of the Interior shall provide for the conservation of
fish, wildlife, and plants and their habitats within the NWRS, as well as ensure that its biological
integrity, diversity, and environmental health (BIDEH) are maintained. House Report 105-106
accompanying the Improvement Act states “. . . the fundamental mission of our System is wildlife
conservation: wildlife and wildlife conservation must come first.”” BIDEH are critical components
of wildlife conservation. As later made clear in the Biological Integrity, Diversity and
Environmental Health Policy (601 FW 3) . . . the highest measure of biological integrity, diversity,
and environmental health is viewed as those intact and self-sustaining habitats and wildlife
populations that existed during historic conditions.”

Under the Administration Act, each refuge must be managed to fulfill the NWRS mission as well as
the specific purposes for which it was established. The Administration Act requires the Service to
monitor the status and trends of fish, wildlife, and plants in each refuge.

Additionally, the Administration Act identifies six wildlife-dependent recreational uses for the
NWRS. These uses are hunting, fishing, wildlife observation and photography, environmental
education, and interpretation. Under the Administration Act, the Service is to grant these six
wildlife-dependent public uses special consideration in the planning for, management of, and
establishment and expansion of units of the NWRS. The overarching goal of wildlife-dependent
public uses is to enhance opportunities and access to quality wildlife-dependent visitor experiences
on refuges, while managing refuges to conserve fish, wildlife, plants and their habitats. When
determined compatible on a refuge-specific basis, these six uses assume priority status among all
uses of the refuge in question. The Service is to make extra efforts to facilitate priority wildlife-
dependent public use opportunities.

When preparing a CCP, refuge managers must re-evaluate all general public, recreational, and
economic uses (even those occurring to further habitat management goals) proposed or occurring on
a refuge for appropriateness and compatibility. No refuge use may be allowed or continued unless it
is determined to be appropriate and compatible. Generally, an appropriate use is one that contributes
to fulfilling refuge purposes, the NWRS mission, or goals and objectives described in a refuge
management plan. A compatible use is a use that, in the sound professional judgment of the refuge
manager, will not materially interfere with, or detract from, fulfillment of the mission of the NWRS
or the purposes of the refuge. Updated appropriate use and compatibility determinations are in
Appendices A and B of this CCP.

The Administration Act also requires that, in addition to formally established guidance, the CCP
must be developed with the participation of the public. Issues and concerns articulated by the public
play a role in the development of the CCP, and together with formal guidance, can play a role in
selection of the selected alternative. It is Service policy that CCPs are developed in an open public
process and that the agency is committed to securing public input throughout the process. Appendix
K outlines the public involvement that has been undertaken during the CCP process.
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Public Use of CLNWR

The first priority of the NWRS is to protect the biological resources entrusted to the Service and the
irreplaceable cultural resources found within the NWRS. Consistent with the Administration Act, the
Service makes a special effort to provide wildlife-dependent public use opportunities across the
NWRS. Balancing these often-conflicting goals is accomplished through a variety of means,
including the development of CCPs.

To determine what uses can be allowed on a national wildlife refuge, the Service first determines
whether the use is appropriate. For this CCP, refuge staff applied a series of questions/ standards to
determine whether a use was appropriate (see Appendix A). If the activity was determined to be an
appropriate use of CLNWR, the refuge developed what are known as compatibility determinations
(CDs). These CDs determine whether the proposed activity is compatible with the refuge’s purposes
and the mission of the NWRS. Only if the activity is determined compatible with resource protection
by the MCRNWRC Project Leader, with concurrence by the Region 1 Refuge Chief, may it occur.
The CDs for CLNWR are presented in Appendix B.

1.5.3 Other Laws and Mandates

Many other Federal laws, executive orders, Service policies, and international treaties govern the
Service and NWRS lands. Examples include the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918, Refuge
Recreation Act of 1962, National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), Yakama Treaty of
1855, and the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA). The more relevant of these are described in
Appendix I. For further information on laws and other mandates of interest to the Service, a list and
brief description can be found in the Laws Digest at www.fws.gov/laws/lawsdigest.html.

In addition, over the last few years, the Service has developed or revised numerous policies and
Director’s Orders to reflect the mandates and intent of the Administration Act. Some of these key
policies include the Native American Policy; Biological Integrity, Diversity and Environmental
Health Policy (601 FW 3); Compatibility Policy (603 FW 2); Comprehensive Conservation Planning
Policy (602 FW 3); Mission, Goals and Purposes (601 FW 1), Appropriate Refuge Uses (603 FW 1);
Wildlife-Dependent Public Uses (605 FW 1); wilderness-related policies (610 FW 1-5); and the
Director’s Order for Coordination and Cooperative Work with State Fish and Wildlife Agency
Representatives on Management of the NWRS. These policies and others can be found at
refuges.fws.gov/ policymakers/nwrpolicies.html.

In developing a CCP, refuges must consider these broader laws and policies, as well as NWRS and
ecosystem goals and visions. The CCP must be consistent with these and also with the refuge
purpose(s).

1.5.4 Tribal Rights and Interests

Although the tribes and the Service may discuss tribal treaty rights within context of the CCP
process, the Service believes that defining the application of treaty rights is outside the scope of this
CCP. At their request, the Service will meet with area tribes independent of the CCP process to
develop memorandums of understanding (MOUSs) and other instruments that are respectful of the
rights and needs of the tribes, in accordance with Service tribal policies, and consistent with
preserving the natural and cultural resources of CLNWR.
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There is a unique and distinctive relationship between the United States and Native American
governments—as defined by treaties, statutes, court decisions, and the United States Constitution—
that differentiates Native American sovereign governments from other interests and constituencies.
Several tribes have historically occupied or used portions of CLNWR. The Treaty of 1855 created
the Yakama Indian Reservation (see Appendix I) and CLNWR is within the exterior boundary of the
reservation.

Through this and other treaties, the Yakama Nation retained certain lands for exclusive use (the
reservation) and also retained the rights to continue traditional activities outside the reservations.
These reserved rights include those to hunt, gather food and medicines, and pasture livestock on open
and unclaimed lands.

Tribal access to the refuge for gathering and other traditional practices is guided by the Service’s
Native American Policy. If needed, the Service will seek to develop agreements with each tribe for
addressing tribal access to areas for foods, collection of medicines and other resources, traditional
practices, and other tribal concerns.

The existing Service Native American Policy, Executive Order (EO) 13175, and legislation provides
guidance for directing on-going consultation. The Native American Policy, in particular, assists the
Service in accomplishing its mission of resource protection while also guiding the Federal
government’s interactions with tribes to:

... assist Native Americans in protecting, conserving, and utilizing their reserved
guarantee of statutorily identified trust resources. The Service will consult with
Native American governments on fish and wildlife resource matters of mutual interest
and concern to keep Native American governments involved in such matters from
initiation to completion of related Service activities. . . . The Service will continue to
involve Native American governments in all Service actions that may affect cultural
or religious interests, including archaeological sites. The Service is guided by such
legislation as the American Indian Religious Freedom Act, the Native American
Graves Protection Act, the National Historic Preservation Act, the Native American
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, and Archaeological Resources Protection
Act.

1.5.5 State of Washington Wildlife Management

The Service has primary jurisdiction of fish and wildlife on refuge lands as established through a
variety of laws, policies, and directives related to migratory and resident fish and wildlife resources
on Federal lands. However, the Administration Act states in part, “Nothing in this Act shall be
construed as affecting the authority, jurisdiction, or responsibility of the several States to manage,
control, or regulate fish and resident wildlife under State law or regulations in any area within the
[NWRS]. Regulations permitting hunting or fishing of fish and resident wildlife within the [NWRS]
shall be, to the extent practicable, consistent with State fish and wildlife laws, regulations, and
management plans.”

Federal management activity involving migratory birds and other wildlife residing on units of the
NWRS is a Federal function specifically authorized by Congress. It is, therefore, for the Secretary of
the Interior to determine whether units of the NWRS shall be open to public uses, such as hunting and
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fishing, and on what terms such access shall be granted. However, in recognition of the existing
jurisdictional relationship between the states and the Federal government, Congress has directed that,
to the maximum extent practicable, such public uses shall be consistent with state laws and
regulations (43 CFR 24.4). Consistent with the Administration Act, the Director of the Service will
“interact, coordinate, cooperate, and collaborate with state fish and wildlife agencies in a timely and
effective manner on the acquisition and management of national wildlife refuges” (Director’s Order
Number 148).

1.6 Refuge Establishment and Purposes

The purposes for which a refuge was established or acquired is of key importance in refuge planning.
Purposes must form the foundation for management decisions. Refuge purposes are the driving force
in the development of refuge vision statements, goals, objectives, and strategies in a CCP and are
critical to determining the compatibility of existing and proposed refuge uses.

1.6.1 Legal Significance of the Refuge Purpose

The purposes of a refuge are specified in or derived from the law, proclamation, executive order,
agreement, public land order, donation document, administrative memorandum, etc., establishing,
authorizing, or expanding a refuge.

Unless the establishing law, order, or other document indicates otherwise, purposes dealing with the
conservation, management, and restoration of fish, wildlife, and plants, and the habitats on which
they depend, take precedence over other purposes in the management and administration of any
refuge. Where a refuge has multiple purposes related to fish, wildlife, and plant conservation, the
more specific purpose will take precedence in instances of conflict. When additional lands are
acquired under an authority different from the authority used to establish the original unit, the
addition takes on the purpose(s) of the original unit, but the original unit does not take on the
purposes of the newer addition. When a conflict exists between the NWRS mission and the purpose
of an individual refuge, the refuge purpose may supersede the mission.

1.6.2 History of Refuge Establishment and Purposes

CLNWR was established in 1965 with the purchase of the 920-acre Dilling Tract, although the
authorization for its establishment was granted during the August 10, 1964, quarterly meeting of the
Migratory Bird Conservation Commission (MBCC). The minutes of the MBCC is the sole
establishing documentation for the CLNWR; there have been no public land orders, executive orders,
etc., related to CLNWR.
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General Refuge Establishment Authorities

Executive Order 9337 — April 24, 1943. This Executive Order of President Franklin Roosevelt
authorized the Secretary of the Interior to withdraw and reserve lands of the public domain and other
lands owned or controlled by the United States.

Executive Order 10355 — May 26, 1952. President Harry Truman’s Executive Order delegated to the
Secretary of the Interior the authority of the President to withdraw or reserve lands of the United
States for public purposes. This Executive Order superseded Executive Order 9337 of April 24,
1943.

Migratory Bird Conservation Act (Public Law 70-770) — February 18, 1929. “A commission to be
known as the Migratory Bird Conservation Commission . . . is created and authorized to consider and
pass upon any area of land, water, or land and water that may be recommended by the Secretary of
the Interior for purchase or rental [as sanctuaries for migratory birds]. The Secretary of the Interior
may . . . purchase or rent such areas or interests therein as have been approved for purchase or rental
by the Commission . . . [or] . . . acquire, by gift or devise, any area or interests therein . . . which he
determines to be suitable for use as an inviolate sanctuary, or for any other management purpose, for
migratory birds. . . .” The funds for the purchase of lands and interests in lands was subsequently
greatly expanded through the Migratory Bird Hunting and Conservation Stamp Act (aka Duck Stamp
Act) which requires that each waterfowl hunter over the age of 16 purchase a Federal hunting stamp,
the proceeds of which fund the activities of the MBCC.

Fish and Wildlife Act (Public Law 84-1024) — August 8, 1956. Under this legislation, the Secretary
of the Interior was granted the authority to “. . . take such steps as may be required for the
development, management, advancement, conservation, and protection of wildlife resources through
research, acquisition of refuge lands, development of existing facilities, and other means.”

Land and Water Conservation Fund Act (Public Law 88-578) — September 3, 1964. The Land and
Water Conservation Fund Act established mechanisms to collect funds for. . . preserving, developing,
and assuring accessibility to all citizens of the United States . . . quality and quantity of outdoor
recreation resources ... Moneys appropriated from the fund for Federal purposes shall, unless
otherwise allotted in the appropriation Act making them available, be allotted by the President to the
following purposes and subpurposes...National Wildlife Refuge System—Acquisition for (a)
endangered species and threatened species authorized under section 5(a) of the Endangered Species
Act of 1973;...(c) national wildlife refuge areas under section 7(a)(5) of the Fish and Wildlife Act of
1956 (16 U.S.C. 742f(a)(4); and wetlands acquired under section 304 of the Emergency Wetlands
Resources Act of 1986; (d) any areas authorized for the National Wildlife Refuge System by specific
Acts.

Endangered Species Act (Public Law 93-205) — December 28, 1973. “The Secretary [of the Interior]
... shall establish and implement a program to conserve fish, wildlife, and plants, including those
that are listed as endangered species or threatened species . . . To carry out such a program, the
appropriate Secretary shall utilize the land acquisition authority under the Fish and Wildlife Act of
1956 . . . the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act . . . and the Migratory Bird Conservation Act . . .
and is authorized to acquire by purchase, donation, or otherwise, lands, waters, interests therein, and
such authority shall be in addition to any other land acquisition authority vested in him.”
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Specific Refuge Establishment Authorities

Below are citations from MBCC meeting minutes that document some of the management focus at
CLNWR.

Migratory Bird Conservation Commission — August 10, 1964, and March 22, 2000. Under the
authorities of the Migratory Bird Conservation Act, the established MBCC agreed to create CLNWR
for these reasons:

o Restoration of these lands [i.e., hay lands] to former wetland habitat and stabilization of
spring and summer water levels in managed impoundments will ensure greater waterfowl
nesting and production of aquatic vegetation for all seasons’ use. (MBCC Meeting,
August 10, 1964)

e Proposed water development and management will be based primarily on the needs for
nesting waterfowl with secondary benefits to migrating ducks and geese. (MBCC
Meeting, August 10, 1964)

e ... migration and nesting habitat for many waterfow! species, including mallard, pintail,
cinnamon teal, and wood ducks, as well as Canada Geese. (MBCC Meeting, March 22,
2000)

e ... one of three known nesting sites for greater Sandhill cranes in Washington. (MBCC
Meeting, March 22, 2000)

e ... important wetlands used by resident wildlife as well as migratory waterfowl. (MBCC

Meeting, March 22, 2000)

The Service’s National Wildlife Refuge System database states the purposes for CLNWR:

e ... foruse as an inviolate sanctuary, or for any other management purpose, for migratory
birds. 16 U.S.C. § 715d (Migratory Bird Conservation Act)
e ...suitable for (1) incidental fish and wildlife-oriented recreational development, (2) the

protection of natural resources, (3) the conservation of endangered species or threatened
species. 16 U.S.C. § 460k-1

e .. .the Secretary ... may acceptand use. ..real...property. Such acceptance may be
accomplished under the terms and conditions of restrictive covenants imposed by donors.
16 U.S.C. § 460k-2 (Refuge Recreation Act (16 U.S.C. § 460k-460k-4), as amended)

e ...toconserve (A) fish or wildlife which are listed as endangered species or threatened
species . .. or (B) plants ... 16 U.S.C. § 1534 (Endangered Species Act of 1973)

1.7 Relationship to Ecosystem and Other Planning Efforts

When developing a CCP, the Service considers the goals and objectives of existing national,
regional, and ecosystem plans; state fish and wildlife conservation plans; and other landscape-scale
plans developed for the same watershed or ecosystem in which the refuge is located. To the extent
possible, the CCP is expected to be consistent with the existing plans and assist in meeting their
conservation goals and objectives (Part 602 FW 3.3). This section summarizes some of the key plans
reviewed by members of the core team while developing the CCP. This section is not inclusive of all
the relevant plans that are relevant for refuge planning and management.
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1.7.1 Regional Plans
Northwest Power and Conservation Council Klickitat Subbasin Plans

The Northwest Power and Conservation Council (NPCC) has overseen the development of plans for
each of the 60 interior tributary subbasins of the Columbia River. Subbasin plans are expected to
assess the biological potential of the subbasin and to describe opportunities for restoration. Plans
also describe the amount of habitat change that has occurred within the subbasin and limiting factors
(analogous to stresses/sources in this plan). The plans are the basis for review of proposals each year
for the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) by the fish and wildlife agencies and tribes, the
Independent Scientific Review Panel, and the NPCC. All of CLNWR is situated within the Klickitat
Subbasin. Focal habitats included in the subbasin plan occurring on CLNWR include montane
coniferous wetlands, ponderosa pine/Oregon white oak forests and woodlands, interior grasslands
and interior riparian areas. These habitats include a set of focal species selected for the subbasin
plan. Quantitative objectives were written for each focal habitat, based on the needs of selected focal
species. CLNWR will have the opportunity every 5 years to submit project proposals for BPA
funding that are consistent with the subbasin plan.

The Nature Conservancy (TNC) East Cascades — Modoc Plateau and West Cascades
Ecoregional Assessment

Ecoregional assessments offer a means to evaluate and implement biodiversity conservation at a
regional scale. An ecoregional assessment identifies a portfolio of sites for conservation action with
a goal of protecting biodiversity and ecologically significant populations. These assessments are the
result of rigorous analysis that has been extensively reviewed by experts and represent a
comprehensive effort to provide the widest variety of habitats within individual river drainage.
TNC’s intent is to create a shared vision for agencies and other organizations at the regional, state,
and local levels which will ensure efficient allocation of conservation resources. Biodiversity
conservation in these ecoregions will be most effective if all conservation organizations coordinate to
protect and restore biodiversity according to the priorities identified by this process.

U.S. Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem
Management Plan

This project was an ambitious effort covering the majority of the Inland Northwest and is one of the
best sources of broad-scale ecosystem analysis for the region. The scientific assessment which
underlies the plan identified numerous threats to the ecological integrity of the basin. It provides a
planning model for ecosystem management that has four iterative steps—monitoring, assessment,
decision-making, and implementation. The model proposed is an adaptive model and is based upon
an appreciation that people are part of, not separate from, ecosystems. Its chief value to CLNWR is
in identifying regional and local trends, and in proposed risk management options that will dovetail
with the goals, objectives, and strategies outlined in this CCP.
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1.7.2 Migratory Bird Plans
Birds of Conservation Concern

Based on the efforts and assessment scores of three major bird conservation efforts (Partners In
Flight, the United States Shorebird Conservation Plan, and the North American Waterbird
Conservation Plan), this report identifies, by Service Region and by Bird Conservation Region
(BCR), the bird species most in need of conservation attention. CLNWR is located within BCR
Region 9, for which 29 species are listed.

Partners in Flight (PIF), East Slope Cascade Mountains Plan

The primary goal of the Conservation Strategy for Landbirds in the East Slope of the Cascade
Mountains in Oregon and Washington is to ensure long-term maintenance of healthy populations of
native landbirds. Specific management activities and strategies are recommended to guide planning
efforts and actions of land managers, direct expenditures of government and non-government
organizations, and stimulate monitoring and research to support landbird conservation. The
recommendations also are expected to be the foundation for developing detailed conservation
strategies at multiple geographic scales to ensure functional ecosystems with healthy populations of
landbirds.

North American Waterfowl Management Plan

The North American Waterfowl Management Plan, signed by the United States and Canada in 1986
and by Mexico in 1994, provides a strategy to protect North America’s remaining wetlands and to
conserve waterfowl populations through habitat protection, restoration, and enhancement. The plan
contains population goals for several species and groups of species by season or life stage. The plan
was updated in 2004 with an emphasis on strengthening the biological foundation, using a landscape
approach, and expanding partnerships. Additional strategic guidance was provided in a 2004 update,
with specific population objectives by species. Implementation of this plan is accomplished at the
regional level through partnerships, within 11 Joint Venture areas. CLNWR is located within the
area of the Intermountain West Joint Venture. The document, a 15-year plan, contains species-
specific population objectives as a step-down from the North American Waterfowl Plan and
evaluations of whether the continental population is currently short or over the target. There are also
flyway goals for production by species. The Columbia Basin is recognized as one of 67 areas of
continental significance to waterfowl, but the plan does not target population objectives for wintering
or migratory waterfowl by area.

Pacific Flyway Plans

Flyway management plans are the products of Flyway Councils, developed to help state and Federal
agencies cooperatively manage migratory game birds. These plans typically focus on populations.
The Pacific Flyway Council has prepared 29 management plans to date in either draft or final form
available at pacificflyway.gov/Abstracts.asp#rmts. The following flyway management plans pertain
to CLNWR and the CCP:

e Canada Geese: Lesser and Taverner’s, Pacific Western, Rocky Mountain, Western,
Depredation Control
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Greater White-fronted Geese: Pacific, Tule

Snow Geese: Wrangel Island Lesser, Western Canadian Arctic Lesser

Ross” Geese

Swans: Pacific Trumpeter, Rocky Mountain Trumpeter, Western Tundra, Eastern Tundra
Sandhill Cranes: Pacific Coast, Central Valley

Mourning Dove: National Mourning Dove Plan

Intermountain West Regional Shorebird Conservation Plan

According to this plan, the Intermountain West is North America’s most important inland area for
maintaining the continent’s shorebird populations. The plan identifies major shorebird issues in the
region and outlines regional goals and objectives in the areas of habitat management, monitoring and
assessment, research, outreach, and planning. Key issues identified in the plan include water quality
and quantity; maintenance and enhancement of populations of long-billed curlew, mountain plover,
and upland sandpiper; depredation of eggs and young; regional coordination; agriculture/shorebird
interface; and wintering sites. Concern ranking scores are provided for each of the 15 shorebird
species breeding or moving through the region. Species ranked as critically important include black-
necked stilt, American avocet, long-billed curlew, long-billed dowitcher, and Wilson’s phalarope.

Intermountain West Region Waterbird Conservation Plan

This plan identifies the 41 waterbird species inhabiting the Intermountain West. The plan provides
detailed background information for each species by BCR, including population estimates,
identification of important areas, and an itemization of threats. For each BCR, species were
categorized as high, moderate, or low concern, or as not currently at risk. Specific objectives are
provided, usually framed in terms of overall population goals. Some habitat objectives are provided
as well. The plan provides a useful section on research and education/outreach needs as well. A
detailed species account is included for each of the 41 species.

1.7.3 Other U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Plans
Several Service plans address management on either the MCRNWRC or CLNWR.
CLNWR Hunting Plan

In 1992 a revised Hunting Plan was signed that allowed hunting of deer, geese, ducks, coots, and
snipe. This revision eliminated hunting for band-tailed pigeons and upland game birds, primarily
because none of these species exist in adequate numbers to allow hunting. Grouse hunting could
potentially disrupt Sandhill cranes. The plan also does not allow for hunting of black bears or elk.
Most of the provisions of the 1992 plan are carried forward into this CCP, although eliminating deer
hunting (accepted) and allowing elk hunting (rejected) were considered in this CCP. The areas open
to hunting remain the same.

CLNWR Public Use Management and Development Plan
In 1984 a public use plan was adopted. Included in the plan were facilities such as a hunter boat

launch, wildlife viewing platform, and new signs. It also included development of a teachers’ guide,
highway maps, refuge brochures, and kiosks. Wildlife-dependent recreational activities were
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addressed and supported, although the plan is short on details. In the intervening years, some of the
items/actions have been implemented (e.g., refuge brochure), some not (e.g., teachers’ guide).
Despite its limited use and implementation, the existing plan has been useful as a starting point for
actions proposed in this CCP and coincides with the actions in this CCP.

CLNWR Sport Fishing Plan

In 1984 a Sport Fishing Plan was signed that allowed fishing on the lower 0.25 mile of Outlet Creek.
Although other areas of the refuge supported target fish species, the decision to limit the fishing area
to a section of Outlet Creek was so that it would not interfere with waterfowl nesting along ditch
banks. By limiting the fishing area to Outlet Creek, it was determined through a 1976 environmental
assessment that fishing would not have a significant impact on the environment. This scenario is
being carried forward into this CCP.

CLNWR Visitor Experience Site Plan

In 2011 the Service contracted for a design plan to address landscaping, interpretation along trails,
trail redesigns, informational and interpretive kiosks, wildlife observation sites, visitor and staff
parking, and several other facilities considerations. Most of the proposed elements are included
within this CCP in Goals 6-8 in Chapter 2. Other elements have already been implemented or are in
the process of being implemented.

CLNWR Water Management Plan

The CLNWR Water Management Plan addresses the current water management needs and
capabilities within the context of the existing infrastructure and landowner arrangements. Water
management needs are defined by supporting refuge wildlife habitat goals and objectives. The plan
prescribes specific water management procedures for 32 water management units within the refuge
by monitoring 34 water gauges set on the various units and creek systems. Water management
capabilities of the units vary, with a few having no current management capabilities. Water enters
the refuge through precipitation and slope run-off, springs, Frasier Creek, Holmes Creek, Chapman
Creek, and Bird Creek. All water ultimately flows into and exits the refuge through the Camas Ditch
and Outlet Creek, then downstream (northeast) into the Klickitat River.

MCRNWRC Fire Management Plan
The 2009 Mid-Columbia River National Wildlife Refuge Complex Fire Management Plan details
how the refuge will respond to the threat of wildfire and determines under what circumstances to use

fire as a management tool. This plan will remain as is, and no changes to fire management
capabilities or opportunities are proposed in this CCP.

1.7.4 Washington State Plans

The Service is committed to participating in Washington State planning efforts and assisting in their
implementation, where feasible and affordable.
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Washington Natural Heritage Plan

This plan describes Washington State programs, especially the Natural Areas Program, for
conservation of the state’s biological diversity. Species and ecosystem types (habitat associations)
are ranked in terms of conservation priority. Of approximately 800 plant and wetland communities
located within the state, 250 are considered priorities for conservation. Lists of rare animals, rare
plants, and priority communities are located at www.dnr.wa.gov/nhp/.

Washington Status Report for the Mardon Skipper

The Mardon skipper is a small, tawny-orange butterfly currently found at only four small,
geographically unconnected areas in Washington, Oregon, and California. In Washington, nine of 18
historic sites are known to be occupied, including CLNWR. Based on several years of repeated
survey efforts, it has been concluded that populations at five historic sites have been extirpated, four
in south Puget Sound and one in the southern Cascades. The current status of four other sites is
uncertain. Grasslands of the Puget prairies and Washington’s southern Cascades are believed to
support just a few hundred individuals.

In the southern Cascades, the Mardon skipper is found in open, fescue grasslands within ponderosa
pine savanna/woodland, at elevations ranging from 1,900’ to 5,100'. South Cascade sites vary in size
from small, 1/2-acre or less meadows to large grassland complexes, and site conditions range from
dry, open ridgetops, to areas associated with wetlands or riparian habitats. A variety of nectar source
plants are important to the butterfly; on CLNWR the short, open stature of native, fescue bunchgrass
stands allows Mardon skippers to access nectar and a place to safely lay eggs (oviposition).

In the south Cascades, the Mardon skipper relies on grasslands. However, during the past 150 years,
native grasslands have been developed, fragmented and degraded. More than 95% of the original
prairie grasslands are gone from western Washington. One reason is likely due to fire suppression.
Fire historically played an important role in maintaining grassland plant communities, and
suppression has allowed woodlands to encroach. Mardon skippers were likely more widespread and
abundant prior to large-scale loss of their open, fescue-dominated, grassland habitat.

The grassland and savanna landscapes upon which Mardon skippers depend are threatened today by
forest encroachment, invasion by native and non-native plants, development, recreational activities,
grazing, agricultural practices, and application of herbicides. The butterflies themselves are
threatened by insecticides, control practices for invasive plants, military training, fire, and
recreational activities. Of the population sites remaining, many are under assault from invasive non-
native plants and have human uses which are incompatible with butterfly management. At none of
the Mardon skipper sites does a mandate and dedicated funding occur for managing the site for
Mardon skipper habitat. Due to the Mardon skipper’s small population size, limited distribution,
isolation, and the numerous factors threatening the species and its remaining habitat, the Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) believes the species is vulnerable to extirpation. As such,
WDFW has recommended the Mardon skipper be classified as a state endangered species (WDFW
1999).

Washington Status Report for the Oregon Spotted Frog

The Oregon spotted frog (Rana pretiosa) is endemic to the Pacific Northwest. Historically, it ranged
from southwestern British Columbia south to the northeast corner of California. In Washington, the
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Oregon spotted frog was historically found in the Puget Trough from the Canadian border to the
Columbia River and east into the southern Washington Cascades.

Oregon spotted frogs breed in late winter or early spring. Females lay their eggs in communal
oviposition sites; areas of shallow, still, or slow-moving water and sparse, emergent wetland
vegetation. Eggs hatch in 18 to 30 days, and the tadpoles grow and develop for 13 to 16 weeks prior
to metamorphosis in mid-summer. Oregon spotted frogs mature and begin breeding at 2 or 3 years of
age.

Oregon spotted frogs are almost entirely aquatic in habit, leaving the wetlands only occasionally and
for short duration. Wetlands associated with lakes, ponds, and slow-moving streams provide suitable
habitat. However, these aquatic environments must include a shallow emergent wetland component
to be capable of supporting an Oregon spotted frog population. Historically, this critical element was
found in the floodplains of many larger water bodies. Various emergent wetland and floating aquatic
plants are found in abundance in Oregon spotted frog habitat. Adult female and juvenile frogs, in
particular, spend summers in relatively warm water of this shallow emergent wetland environment.

Within Washington, Oregon spotted frog populations face a myriad of threats. Historically, the
shallow floodplain pools that Oregon spotted frogs inhabited were drained, diked, and filled to
accommodate human needs. Exotic plants like reed canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea) have
changed the character of many wetlands and reduced their value as habitat for Oregon spotted frogs.
Oregon spotted frogs are preyed upon during all life stages by a wide variety of predators, ranging
from invertebrates that prey on eggs, to garter snakes (Thamnophis spp.) and herons (family
Ardeidae) that feed on adults. Among the most significant predators are various introduced species,
most notably the numerous warmwater fish species (primarily of the families Centrarchidae,
Percidae, and Ictaluridae) introduced for sport fishing and the bullfrog (Rana catesbeiana). Because
of their life histories and habitat affinities, these introduced species pose serious threats to Oregon
spotted frog populations. Based on an assessment of presence at historical localities, the species is
estimated to have been lost from 78% of its former range. However, considering the broad former
range suggested by the historic data, it is likely the species has actually been lost from over 90% of
its former range.

The locations for 11 historic populations in Washington have been verified using museum specimen
and published records. Only one historically known population and two recently discovered
populations are known to remain in Washington. An additional 20 extant populations are known in
Oregon and one in British Columbia. Due to the limited number of extant populations and the
inadequacy of existing protection for these populations, the State of Washington has recommended
that the Oregon spotted frog be listed as a state endangered species. Likewise, the Service is also
evaluating listing the species as threatened or endangered in 2013 (WDFW 1997).

Washington Sandhill Crane Recovery Plan

The Sandhill crane has been listed as an endangered species by the State of Washington since 1981.
Sandhill cranes are represented in Washington by a small number of greater Sandhill cranes that
breed in Klickitat and Yakima Counties, about 23,000 lesser Sandhill cranes that stop in eastern
Washington during migration and 3,000-4,000 cranes (Canadian and possibly some lesser and
greater Sandhill cranes) that stop on lower Columbia River bottomlands. On CLNWR it is the
greater Sandhill crane that is of management concern, although some lesser Sandhill cranes
undoubtedly occasionally pass through. Greater Sandhill cranes nest on CLNWR.
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The greater Sandhill cranes that breed in Washington are part of the Central Valley Population, so-
called because they winter in California’s Central Valley. Other members of this population nest in
Oregon, California, Nevada, and interior British Columbia. The historical distribution of breeding
cranes in Washington was poorly documented, but the few historical accounts mention breeding in
south-central, northeastern, and southeastern regions, and the southern Puget Sound Basin.

Sandhill crane numbers had been severely reduced due to widespread habitat destruction concurrent
with human settlement, and perhaps more importantly, unregulated hunting which continued until
passage of the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act in 1916. The species disappeared as a breeder
from the state after 1941 when the last nest was documented at Signal Peak, Yakima County, in
south-central Washington. They were again found summering in the Glenwood Valley on CLNWR
in 1972, but it was not until 1979 that nesting was confirmed. Since then other nesting sites have
been reestablished, including Yakama Nation lands in Yakima County; Panakanic Valley in Klickitat
County, and on Washington Department of Natural Resource (WDNR) lands along Deer Creek in
Yakima County. The nesting population on CLNWR is somewhere around 26-27 pairs. Factors
currently affecting Washington’s breeding greater Sandhill cranes include predation, incompatible
grazing and haying practices, water availability and management, and habitat loss.

The goal of the Washington recovery plan is to restore a healthy breeding population of cranes and to
maintain the flocks that winter or stop in Washington. To reach this goal, the plan calls for
expansion of the breeding range of greater Sandhill cranes into former breeding areas in eastern
Washington and protection of habitat for crane wintering and staging during migration. The plan
identifies recovery objectives that must be reached and outlines strategies to use in meeting them
before down-listing of the species to threatened or sensitive can occur. The Sandhill crane will be
considered for down-listing from state endangered to state threatened status when the state’s overall
breeding population reaches at least 65 territorial pairs with an average annual recruitment rate of >8
% and effective water management control is established at CLNWR. The Sandhill crane will be
considered for down-listing to state sensitive when the state’s breeding population reaches at least
130 territorial pairs with an average annual recruitment rate of >8 %, and habitat used by cranes at
the major staging sites in eastern Washington is protected through management agreements or
easements. Also, for down-listing to sensitive, habitat needed to maintain 2,000 migrant and 500
wintering cranes should be secured and managed for cranes on the lower Columbia River
bottomlands in Washington (WDFW 2002).

Washington Western Gray Squirrel Recovery Plan

The western gray squirrel is an arboreal squirrel best known for its large size, gray pelage, and
plumose, white-tipped tail. Western gray squirrels are often confused with introduced eastern gray
squirrels that are increasingly common in Washington’s urban areas. Historically, western gray
squirrels in Washington were widely distributed in transitional forests of mast-(the fruit of woody
plants used as food for wildlife) producing Oregon white oak, ponderosa pine, and Douglas-fir, such
as those on CLNWR. Western gray squirrels play an important role in maintaining oak woodlands
by planting acorns and disseminating spores of fungi that aid tree growth.

During the 20th century, the Washington population of western gray squirrels experienced great
reductions in both numbers and distribution. The species now occurs as separate populations in the
Puget Trough, Klickitat, and Okanogan regions that are estimated to total between 468 and 1,405
individuals. These three populations are genetically isolated from one another and have been isolated
from those in Oregon and California for at least 12,000 years. None of the three current populations
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seems to be large enough to avoid a decline in genetic diversity, and at least two may suffer from the
negative effects of inbreeding.

The western gray squirrel was listed as a threatened species in Washington in 1993 by the
Washington Fish and Wildlife Commission (WFWC), and its native oak habitat is recognized as a
WDFW Priority Habitat. The Service considers the western gray squirrel a species of concern in
western Washington, and the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) recognizes it as a sensitive species and a
management indicator species for oak-pine communities. Washington populations of the western
gray squirrel have not recovered from past reductions in their range, and existing populations face
significant threats to their survival. The western gray squirrel is vulnerable because of the small size
and isolation of remnant populations. Major threats to the western gray squirrel in Washington
include habitat loss and degradation, road-kill mortality, and disease. Populations of eastern gray
squirrels, fox squirrels, California ground squirrels, and wild turkeys are expanding and may compete
with, and negatively impact, western gray squirrel populations. Competition with eastern gray
squirrels may be an important current issue for the population in southwestern Klickitat County.
California ground squirrels, which became established in Washington in the 20th century, may also
compete with western gray squirrels in Klickitat County.

In Klickitat County, squirrels face a myriad of problems. Habitat has been lost to urbanization and
other development. Conifer-dominated stands of large diameter and mast-producing trees of pine
and oak with interconnected crowns are particularly important in the life history of the western gray
squirrel; logging that removes the large mast-producing trees and results in evenly spaced trees with
few or no canopy connections reduces habitat quality. Habitat also has been degraded by fire
exclusion and historic over-grazing. Road-Kkill is a frequent source of mortality for western gray
squirrels. Notoedric mange, a disease caused by mites, periodically becomes epidemic in western
gray squirrel populations and appears to be the predominant source of mortality in some years. The
incidence and severity of mange epidemics appears to be related to stresses in the local population
precipitated by periodic food shortages.

Recovery actions are needed to maintain and restore western gray squirrel populations in
Washington. The WDFW recovery plan identifies western gray squirrel recovery areas and interim
recovery objectives for these areas. The recovery plan outlines strategies intended to restore a viable
western gray squirrel population in the South Cascade Recovery Area. The western gray squirrel
will be reclassified from state threatened to state sensitive status when management plans,
agreements, regulations, and other mechanisms are in place that effectively protect the habitat values
for western gray squirrel populations and the following population levels are maintained:

e A total population of 3,300 adult western gray squirrels in the South Cascades Recovery
Area;

e A total population of 1,000 adult western gray squirrels in the North Cascades Recovery
Avrea; and

e A population of >300 adults is restored and maintained in the Puget Trough Recovery Area.

Recovery objectives may be modified as more is learned about the habitat needs and population
structure of this species. Increasing and maintaining a population in the Puget Trough and the North
Cascades may require augmentation with individuals from healthier populations. Western gray
squirrel recovery strategies include protecting and monitoring populations, restoring depleted
populations and degraded habitat, and protecting suitable oak-conifer habitat from harmful timber
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practices, catastrophic fires, and loss to development. Research is needed on the habitat requirements
and factors limiting western gray squirrel populations, the role of disease in dynamics of populations,
and to refine survey and population monitoring methods. Successful recovery of the western gray
squirrel in Washington will depend on cooperative efforts of large and small private landowners,
Native American tribes, counties, and multiple public agencies (WDFW 2007).

1.8 Planning and Issue Identification

The Service evaluated the issues and concerns raised during public scoping. Issues are defined as
matters of controversy, dispute, or general concern over resource management activities, the
environment, land uses, or public use activities. Issues are important to the planning process because
they identify topics to be addressed in the CCP, pinpoint the types of information to gather, and help
define alternatives for the draft CCP. It is the Service’s responsibility to focus planning and analysis
on the major issues. Major issues typically suggest different management actions or solutions are
within the refuge’s jurisdiction and have a positive or negative effect on the resource. Major issues
will and have influenced the decisions in this CCP.

1.8.1 Land Acquisition, Exchanges, Conservation Easements

e How will CLNWR acquire inholdings?
o |fthe refuge is unable to acquire inholdings, what actions will be pursued in order to provide
suitable wildlife habitat, e.g., water management?

The approved acquisition boundary for CLNWR is 10,951 acres. The refuge currently encompasses
approximately 6,353 acres in fee title ownership, plus a 718-acre easement. This easement restricts
the development of the tract, but it does not allow Service management or monitoring of the site.

CLNWR is interspersed with private ranches and timberlands within the refuge boundary. This
mixed ownership has resulted in negative impacts on some refuge resources due to: 1) early water
drawdowns via private water control structures; 2) contiguous Service and private habitats that are
subject to both documented and undocumented mutual agreements for drying, vegetation removal,
and other mechanical disturbances for haying operations on both refuge and private lands; 3)
agreements for ditch maintenance with the Klickitat Drainage District #1 (KDID); and 4) trespass
cattle grazing. Acquisition or exchange of key inholdings continues to be crucial for fulfilling the
long-term goals of CLNWR.

1.8.2 Water Rights

e Does CLNWR receive all of its allotted water?
How will the refuge manage points of diversions within private lands?
How will the refuge manage untimely water delivery actions by other users that affect refuge
management?

e What are the water rights associated with springs?

There are three types of water rights on CLNWR—water right claims, state-appropriated water
rights, and decreed water rights. A water right claim is for a water right or beneficial use that existed
prior to 1917 and the establishment of Washington Water Code, but one that has not been adjudicated
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yet. Washington State appropriative water rights are rights that have been obtained through the
usual permitting process established by the Washington Water Code. A decreed water right is
determined to have existed prior to 1917 and the establishment of the Washington Water Code.
Decreed water rights are determined through water rights adjudication.

As a result of Federal law and the treaty rights of several Pacific Northwest Indian tribes, the tribes
are major stakeholders in water resource issues. Tribal treaty rights include fishing and hunting rights
as well as rights to the protection of the water habitat necessary to realize those treaty rights. As of
August 2011, Federally Reserved Rights for the tribal lands in the Upper and Middle Klickitat
subbasin had not been quantified. The future of Tribal water rights in the Upper and Middle
Klickitat is unknown. Within the Upper and Middle Klickitat, Bird Creek and Frasier Creek
drainages were adjudicated by the State of Washington in 1918. The Hell Roaring Irrigation
Company (HRIC) supplies over 116 cfs to the refuge through contributions of Bird, Muddy, and
Hellroaring Creeks.

The volume of Bird Creek water delivered to the refuge from the HRIC is not a fixed quantity and
varies depending on seasonal supplies. “Bird Creek water is controlled and regulated by the Hell
Roaring Irrigation Company which was organized as a stock company which sold shares.
Shareholders are allowed proportionate shares of the annually available water. The water is not tied
to any given land and shares in the irrigation company do not transfer with the land” (Langman D.,
Memo to the Refuge Manager, Conboy Lake NWR, Glenwood, WA, May 6, 1994). The refuge
holds 26 of the 400 shares in the HRIC. Copies of the Hell Roaring Irrigation share certificates are
on file in the Regional Office, Water Resources Branch.

Two water right claims on Holmes and Chapman Creek, both with priority dates of 1900, claim a
total of 600 cfs over 5280 acres of refuge lands. Refuge staff indicate that these flows are limited to
brief flow periods during snowmelt and high intensity storm events.

For the Water Resources Inventory and Assessment, the Service’s Water Rights Evaluation Network
(WREN) database was cross checked with the Washington Department of Ecology (WDOE) Water
Resources Explorer (http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wr/info/webmap.html) to ensure that the
Service has current and updated water rights data. Place of Use (POU) and Point of Diversion (POD)
from WDOE were limited to the township/range/section scale and as such, are spatially imprecise.
GIS coordinates are not available for actual PODs. WREN has been updated to reflect all water
rights on fee title and inholdings within the approved refuge boundary.

In general, natural water flows are sufficient from November through April to fill all the wetlands
and prairies on CLNWR. Since the refuge is situated at the bottom of the basin, and ultimately
receives almost all tailwaters from upstream users, it generally receives sufficient water. However,
because the refuge is located at the end of the water delivery system, it has also received unexpected
water flows which have compromised management actions (such as drawdowns, flooded hay bales).

There are four diversion points off the refuge. The significance of having points of diversion off the
refuge is that the refuge may have to access private property to manage the diversion.

Documented temperature increases over the past 20 years, and anticipated water shifts in rain/snow
cycles due to climate change, will lead to an earlier spring drying trend in the valley. Therefore, the
need to resolve CLNWR water rights and efficiently utilize and manage water flows is critical to
achieving refuge purposes.
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1.8.3 Water Management

o How will CLNWR manage water to provide suitable wildlife habitat with respect to private
lands?

o What is the most efficient use of delivery water within the refuge?
How will CLNWR manage water delivery system maintenance?
What actions should the refuge take to sustain and restore priority habitats over the next 15
years?

CLNWR manages approximately 3,500 acres of wet prairie, emergent marsh, and seasonally flooded
scrub-shrub and forest land habitats, which encompass approximately 54% of the refuge. Water
management is the single most important management issue on the refuge and within the Glenwood
Valley. The habitat is important due to its biodiversity and its juxtaposition within the broader
geographic landscape and to remaining populations of rare wildlife and plant species. In general, the
goal is to manage wetlands that mimic the natural hydrology of the basin, where feasible. This
includes maintaining the large contiguous wet prairie system (Camas Prairie) and the Conboy Lake
wetland system.

The main hydrologic input to CLNWR is Bird Creek. Chapman, Holmes, and Frazier Creeks, along
with several springs, provide additional seasonal flows. Chapman and Holmes Creeks provide early
season water, whereas Bird Creek provides water later in the growing season due to the Hellroaring
Irrigation District’s ability to shunt irrigation water to valley users. The only output from the refuge
is Outlet Creek, which was channelized (straightened, controlled) approximately 100 years ago.
Water management on CLNWR requires using all creek and sheet water flows entering Glenwood
Valley. All of these flows have been diverted and/or modified into delivery and drainage ditches
with associated dikes, water control structures, spillways, and many miles of minor ditches. Water
management on the refuge is constrained due to the inability to control water on private lands
(inholdings), failing dikes, plugged ditches, undersized culverts, and lack of water control structures.

Challenges regarding water management on CLNWR include: 1) the KDID’s annual draining and
irrigation of the Camas Prairie, and to a lesser extent Conboy Lake, for cattle grazing and haying by
private landowners in the valley; 2) the KDID authority to dredge specific waterways (such as Camas
Ditch/Outlet Creek) on the refuge when they become choked with vegetation or silt; and 3) the
refuge not having the complete infrastructure required to control water independently from the KDID
and other landowners. Historically, Glenwood Valley was ditched and drained to promote
agricultural practices (farming, haying, grazing). As a result, much of the Camas Prairie is still
annually drained to facilitate the production of hay and provide grass pastures on inholdings. These
early drawdowns directly affect refuge management and subsequently have negative impacts on
wildlife and plant resources, particularly Sandhill crane and waterfowl! production.

1.8.4 Wet Meadow, Riparian and Instream Habitat Management

e What actions should the refuge take to sustain and restore priority habitats over the next 15
years?

e What habitat conditions should be targeted and rehabilitated on wetland habitats?

e How will the refuge manage the long-term viability of wet meadows in response to pine
encroachment?
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¢ How will the refuge approach managing or controlling reed canarygrass?

These habitats are best characterized by the Camas Prairie and the areas including and surrounding
the historic Conboy and Swan Lakes. Annual water inundation varies considerably depending on the
unit location, rainfall, and snowpack, ability to flood/irrigate from the Bird Creek system, haying,
and specific unit vegetation and management needs.

These areas are dominated by reed canarygrass, which may be differentially expressed annually
depending on weather and water conditions. The Camas Prairie and other open sites are generally
scoured of taller vegetation by winter ice and winds. Protected sites, however, often develop thick
stands of canarygrass, which displace native species.

The prairie habitats support a diversity of wildlife species, including invertebrates, amphibians,
marsh birds, waterfowl, and Sandhill cranes. This habitat supplies essentially all the breeding habitat
for the state endangered Oregon spotted frog in the Glenwood Valley, as well as that of other
amphibians. It is essential for Sandhill crane rearing/foraging habitat and supports nearly all
breeding and active season habitat for rails, Wilson’s snipe, and American bitterns, and it supplies
brood habitat for waterfowl.

Management of the prairie habitat is complicated by five private inholdings. Because these
inholdings are hayed and grazed, they require a water regime that conflicts with wildlife and habitat
needs. The refuge’s portion of the prairie (920 acres) is not hydrologically isolated from the private
lands (320 acres), so early dewatering of inholdings concurrently dries up refuge lands. Initiation of
drawdowns starts as early as April in some years and occurs during the breeding season of many of
the wet prairie-dependent species. Documented impacts include drying of water around Sandhill
crane nests and desiccation of Oregon spotted frog egg masses. These are the earliest breeding
species, so it is assumed that other nesting species are impacted more severely.

Widespread encroachment of lodgepole pine and Douglas spiraea into wet meadow and prairie
habitats on the refuge is a problem. Ponderosa pine can encroach into drier sites. This woody
encroachment degrades prime breeding habitats for Sandhill cranes and Oregon spotted frogs. This
condition could be caused by nearly a century of early dewatering and wild or manmade fires.

Riparian habitats occur primarily along Bird Creek and some of the smaller ditches on CLNWR.
Aspens, alders, and willows are the dominant native woody species within the riparian corridors.

The historical extent of riparian habitat likely was limited to stream systems that entered or exited the
valley. More riparian habitat may exist today due to its association with the miles of constructed
ditches and re-channelization of creeks that has occurred during the past century. The potential
riparian habitat acreage is relatively small in the valley.

Woody vegetation along the constructed dike system poses maintenance, management, and access
issues. Tree roots compromise dike integrity, and downed trees block waterways, making water
management difficult. Beavers are attracted to riparian areas; their dams, bank burrows, felled trees,
and runways cause additional management problems. Although canopy cover provides shade along
water courses, it may also shade out submergent and floating plants which provide substrates for
invertebrate food resources and predator escape cover for Oregon spotted frogs. Therefore, there is a
need to balance riparian cover with other aquatic species requirements.
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1.8.5 Short Grass (Wet Prairie and Upland Meadow) Management

e What actions should the refuge take to sustain and restore priority species and habitats over
the next 15 years?

e What habitat conditions should be targeted and rehabilitated on wetland habitats?

e How should the refuge consider utilizing haying, grazing, or prescribed fire as a management
tool?
What options exist in the absence of a haying program?
How will the refuge approach managing or controlling reed canarygrass?

Reed canarygrass is widespread in wet meadows on CLNWR, and mowing and haying later in the
growing season are utilized to reduce the reed canarygrass cover. These methods do not reduce
infestations, but do serve to open up rank, densely vegetated areas, making them more useful for
wildlife.

Haying is used to: 1) improve Oregon spotted frog breeding sites (short vegetation, warmer spring
soil temperatures), especially where canarygrass is prevalent; 2) provide winter and spring green
forage habitat for Canada geese; 3) enhance foraging opportunities for Sandhill cranes (access to
invertebrates and small vertebrates); 4) reduce encroachment by woody species; and 5) provide open
areas of water for wintering and migrating waterfowl. There has been little change in the haying
program since the refuge was established. There are 31 hay allotments that total approximately 2,325
acres of upland and wet meadows; however, less than one-half of that total is currently hayed. There
are eight permittees that cut and harvest about 1,500 tons of hay annually on approximately 1,100
acres of the refuge. Recent surveys indicate there will be less of a demand for hay in the valley due
to changing economic conditions. Haying operations begin August 1st to protect nesting and
flightless migratory birds; all hay is required to be removed by September 15 to allow flood-up of
wetland units.

Mowing has been used sporadically, but it has been under-utilized as a tool for short-grass
management. Mowing does occur annually on dike tops that must be kept open for routine staff
operations. Mowing can be an effective technique to maintain short vegetation along prairie and
wetland margins within spotted frog breeding areas.

It is estimated that over 1,100 acres of reed canarygrass-infested wet meadows exist that are not

currently treated on the refuge. The condition of these sites, and their suitability for haying or other
management to produce short-grass habitat, is unknown. The haying program needs to be evaluated
to ensure that short-grass management needs are being met without compromising native vegetation.

Prescribed fire can been utilized as an effective management tool to remove dense, rank vegetation,
woody encroachment, and accumulated debris, particularly in areas that are unsuitable for machinery.
From refuge establishment to date, there have not been any prescribed fires targeting prairie or
meadow management. Fire is needed as an initial step to access and evaluate some of these wet
prairie and upland grass units before they can be fully evaluated for other management regimes.

Grazing was also used until 1976, when it was found incompatible due to negative environmental
effects to habitats and priority species. As a result, many of the grazing units were converted to
haying units. Trespass grazing is an annual issue as fences frequently fail due to winter ice flows, elk
damage, or fence and gate disrepair. A few areas of the refuge (southwest) are unfenced and subject
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to trespass (open-range) cattle grazing. High stocking-rate grazing has been used in a few
circumstances where dense stands of canarygrass could not be accessed by mowers.

1.8.6 Upland Meadow Management

e What actions should the refuge take to sustain and restore priority species and habitats over
the next 15 years?

¢ What habitat conditions should be targeted and rehabilitated on upland habitats?

e How will the refuge manage the long-term viability of upland meadows in response to pine
encroachment?

e How should CLNWR consider utilizing haying, grazing, or prescribed fire as a management
tool?

CLNWR contains approximately 1,125 acres of dry upland meadows providing a diverse transition
zone between wet meadows and forested areas. The upland meadows range from saturated soil
during the winter and spring months to very dry soils in summer.

Many of the upland meadows are threatened by encroachment of ponderosa and lodgepole pines.
Cutting and removal of these pines has occurred, primarily the younger trees, and this control effort
has increased in recent years and has targeted larger diameter pines. Upland meadows in this region
are a fire-dependent habitat, and fire can be used to maintain the vigor of native upland grasses and
forbs. Prescribed fire can be used as a tool to reduce woody encroachment and improve native plant
vigor, but has been under-utilized in the past.

1.8.7 Forest Management

o What actions should the refuge take to sustain and restore priority species and habitats over
the next 15 years?

e What habitat conditions should be targeted and rehabilitated on forested habitats?

e How should CLNWR consider utilizing commercial thinning and prescribed fire as a
management tool?

Forested habitat on CLNWR totals approximately 2,000 acres, primarily around the perimeter of the
prairie and wetland units. CLNWR forest stands can be roughly lumped into five categories:
ponderosa pine forest, lodgepole pine forest, mixed conifer stands, quaking aspen stands, and Oregon
white oak woodlands. Although most of the refuge forest acreage is small, much of it abuts private
and corporate timber lands and functions within the larger landscape. Scattered patches of forest also
occur within the wetland units on higher ground.

Forests on and adjacent to the refuge were logged approximately 60 to 80 years ago and are relatively
even-aged. Aside from a couple of small prescribed fires within the ponderosa pine habitat (1989
and 1991), there have been no forest management practices conducted on the refuge. The
Silvicultural Report and Recommendations for Conboy Lake National Wildlife Refuge Forest Stands
(White 2009) is an assessment of the forest habitats and silvicultural needs for each of these forest
types on the refuge. This report found that forest stands generally are too densely populated due to
lack of fire and/or thinning; forest canopy layers are lacking; snag density is low; and forest openings
are lacking. Overall, CLNWR’s forested habitats are still in relatively good health, but they are in
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need of management to attain the features and vegetative structure necessary for optimizing wildlife
values.

1.8.8 Invasive and Non-Native Plants and Wildlife

o How will the refuge control invasive species and prevent new invasive species from
becoming established?
e What are the most appropriate strategies for controlling invasive species on the refuge?

Invasive species are generally defined as non-native species that harm, or have the potential to harm,
the environment, economy, and/or human health when present in an area. Invasive species often
pose a serious threat to native species through competition and predation. Although there are only a
small number of invasive species on CLNWR, they are widespread and problematic. Refuge staff
employ an integrated pest management (IPM) approach using mechanical, physical, chemical and,
where appropriate, biological controls to control pest species. See Appendix H for a full description
of IPM

Meadow knapweed is the most prevalent invasive plant occurring on the refuge. It invades upland
and wet meadows on the refuge, as well as similar areas on adjacent private land. The seed head
weevil, a biological control agent, was released over 20 years ago on the refuge to control meadow
knapweed. This weevil is well-established and can be found in most stands of knapweed. Although
this weevil is relatively effective in reducing reproduction, it does not kill the plant. Herbicides have
also been used strategically in the past to help control infestations.

Other invasive but less prevalent non-native plants include bachelor buttons, diffuse knapweed,
common St. John’s wort, Scotch broom, and Canada thistle.

The non-native bullfrog is fairly common on the refuge. Studies indicate that bullfrogs can prey
heavily on native frog species (including Oregon spotted frogs). Some ineffective control efforts
have been carried out in the past on adults and juveniles. Water management can be used as an
effective method to reduce tadpole survival by drying up seasonal wetlands completely by early fall.
However, widespread drawdowns for tadpole control can conflict with the need to provide late-
season waterbird brood habitat.

Brown bullhead fish are not native to the refuge, and they occur in virtually all permanent and
seasonal wetlands. There is no information about the impacts of bullhead on the native wildlife or
ecology of the prairie and wetlands. However, in other areas they are known to eat frog tadpoles.

1.8.9 Oregon Spotted Frog Management

e What is CLNWR’s role in assisting Oregon spotted frog recovery, while at the same time
meeting refuge purposes to provide migration habitat for waterfowl?
¢ What actions can be taken to protect and restore habitat values for Oregon spotted frogs?

The Oregon spotted frog is listed as endangered by the state of Washington and is a Federal
candidate species. CLNWR and the surrounding private lands within the Glenwood Valley are one
of the few areas where Oregon spotted frogs are known to remain in Washington. This population is
the largest remaining across its historic geographic range.
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Oregon spotted frogs are one of the most aquatic ranid (smooth and moist-skinned, with large,
powerful legs and extensively webbed feet) frog species and the most aquatic native ranid frog in
western North America. They require permanent waters (mainly creeks, ditches, and springs) of
sufficient depth and flow to overwinter, presumably because such sites provide shelter from freezing
with sufficient oxygenation. Breeding occurs within the seasonal wetlands (late February to April),
and metamorphs start appearing in June. Physical barriers between permanent waters and breeding
sites due to the diking system may hinder frog movements into appropriate breeding sites, as well as
metamorph dispersal into the permanent waters.

Beaver activity creates considerable habitat for Oregon spotted frogs (and other wildlife). Beaver
dams provide low-flow, stable water conditions that promote invertebrate populations, provide
rearing areas, and enhance vegetative diversity within the pond system. Dams and lodges contain a
complex matrix of logs and branches through which flow maintains high levels of dissolved oxygen.
Dams and ponds also limit freezing in a microhabitat relatively secure from predators, and thus
provide ideal frog overwintering sites. Beaver dams are also active seasonal refuges secure from
most predators. However, beaver dams have historically been actively removed by refuge staff and
private landowners to increase water flows.

Water control infrastructure, and the periodic dredging to remove silt, vegetation, and in-stream
obstructions, often conflicts with the needs of Oregon spotted frogs, particularly at overwintering
sites.

Despite considerable knowledge about the habitat and management requirements for Oregon spotted
frogs, management remains complex, as habitat needs and the abatement of other stressors often
conflict with the conventional intensive wetland management that occurs on the refuge. Water
management related to early drawdowns for private inholdings, dredging of overwintering creeks and
ditches, continued failure of water control infrastructure, removal of beaver dams and the recently
discovered presence of Chytridiomycosis—an infectious disease of amphibians—within the frog
population are probably suppressing population recovery.

1.8.10 Rare Plant Management

e What is CLNWR’s role in assisting in rare plant recovery, while at the same time meeting
refuge purposes to provide migration habitat for waterfowl?
e What actions can be taken to protect and restore habitat values for rare plants?

CLNWR is botanically rich, lying in a transition zone between the lush high mountains surrounding
Mt. Adams and the drier foothills to the east. The refuge supports known populations of two
Washington State endangered and three threatened plant species. CLNWR also supports other state
sensitive/rare plant species, which can be found in the several refuge plant species inventories that
have been compiled by native plant groups.

Most of the unique and rare plants are wet prairie associates. The wet prairie species of primary
management concern are Oregon coyote-thistle (state threatened), rosy owl-clover (state
endangered), Kellogg’s rush (state threatened), dwarf rush (state threatened), and long-bearded sego
lily (state sensitive). The refuge is believed to support the largest and healthiest populations of these
plants in the state, other than Kellogg’s rush which may be extirpated. These plants are affected by
permanent water management regimes, trespass cattle grazing, haying, and invasive species.
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Two rare plant species are associated with openings within the ponderosa pine forests—Ames’
milk-vetch (state endangered) and Pulsifer’s monkey-flower (state sensitive). Ames’ milk-vetch may
be affected by fire suppression within the forest community, which has led to canopy closures not
conducive for maintaining the shrub communities associated with this plant. Pulsifer’s
monkey-flower is primarily a grassland-forb community associate and may be impacted by
non-native plant species and encroachment by shrub and tree species.

1.8.11 Sandhill Crane Management

e What is CLNWR’s role in assisting in greater Sandhill crane recovery, while at the same time
meeting refuge purposes to provide migration habitat for waterfowl and other birds?
e What actions can be taken to protect and restore habitat values for greater Sandhill cranes?

The greater Sandhill crane is listed as endangered by WDFW. Nesting was first confirmed on
CLNWR in 1979, and the refuge supports 80-90% of the known nesting cranes in Washington. The
number of breeding pairs on the refuge has increased from seven (1995) to 21 (2008) to
approximately 26-27 today. During that same time period, the number of individual cranes
(breeding population) in Washington (on and off refuge) increased from 22 to 64. Despite this
growth, the number of nesting pairs has remained relatively stable over the past five years.

Predation of crane eggs and colts is suspected to come primarily from predatory birds and coyotes;
however, these causes have not been well documented. Water management (or lack of capability)
can lead to nest loss by drying (increasing predation) or flooding. Water elevations need to remain
fairly stable during the nesting period (April-May), and drawdowns need to occur slowly to provide
rearing habitat for colts. Ideally, wet meadows should retain some water for roosting and brood
habitat through July.

Haying in the Glenwood Valley occurs predominantly from mid-July through September. Hay
operations, and the resulting human disturbance, can drive cranes off territory and remove valuable
portions of cover, endangering unfledged colts. There has not been any documented mortality of
crane colts on the refuge directly attributable to haying operations, but this problem has been noted at
other sites. To avoid potential issues during haying, there is an August 1 initiation date for haying on
refuge lands.

1.8.12 Elk Management

e What is CLNWR’s role in managing elk within the state’s elk management unit?
e Iselk hunting a viable public use opportunity on the refuge?

Prior to 1980, elk were rarely observed in the Glenwood Valley and apparently arrived in the area
following the Mount Saint Helens volcanic eruption. The refuge currently supports a population of
elk during much of the year, and the population appears to be increasing annually. Multiple
long-term factors appear to be driving the increasing elk use of the valley. For example, forage
conditions seem to have improved on the refuge with improved wetland conditions and a concurrent
increase in shrubs and small trees.

The elk population appears to be expanding its range and herd size, though there have been no long-
term surveys conducted to assess population trends and range within the Glenwood Valley. From
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April 2005 to June 2006, Service and WDFW staff initiated monthly elk surveys to document
population size and seasonal use of the valley. The total number of elk counted per survey varied
from O (December 2005 and January 2006) to 359 (April 2005). The December and January low was
expected and consistent with information that the elk herd moves out of the valley during the winter
months. The peak counts occurred during April 2005 (n=359) and April 2006 (n=333). The refuge
is used for calving, and the first calves are observed mid-May.

Habitat impacts in the form of elk trails in both wetlands and timbered areas appear to be increasing,
and erosion of stream banks at elk crossings is evident throughout the refuge. Continual erosion at
these sites ultimately leads to dike overtopping, which complicates water management.

Elk depredation has been a suspected periodic problem in nearby agricultural fields for many years.
Elk damage generally occurs in grain fields starting in August. Conversely, elk depredation in Trout
Lake is primarily on spring forage crops.

WDFW and local landowners have expressed interest in an elk hunt on CLNWR. However, elk
hunting within and around the town of Glenwood has been controversial. Over the past several
years, unethical and reckless hunting on private lands has prompted local concerns regarding safety.
A lack of information on depredation complaints and herd data, herd management objectives, and
safety issues pre-empts the development of a hunting program. There is general agreement that a
refuge elk hunting program will not resolve the depredation issue and that a hunt may actually
exacerbate the problem off-refuge by driving elk onto private lands. There is not sufficient habitat
damage data to support pursuing a regular elk hunting season on the refuge, and it is felt that a more
liberal hunt may be problematic due to safety concerns (nearby residences and roads), disturbance to
other refuge resources, and timing conflicts with management activities and other public uses. A
specialized hunt—youth, Architectural Barriers Act (ABA)-accessible, or limited entry—may be an
option.

Elk observation is a popular spring and fall pastime for CLNWR visitors; therefore, maintaining
these viewing opportunities is important and should not be compromised by other refuge programs.

1.8.13 Waterfowl and Waterbirds

e Where should specific waterfowl management tools and techniques be utilized?
e What role should CLNWR play in providing migrating waterfowl habitat and hunting areas
within the Pacific Flyway?

At least 25 species of waterfowl use the refuge during the year. Outside of species presence and
seasonal use, little is known about population numbers, distribution, and productivity of migratory
birds. There have been no formal surveys to quantify waterfowl or waterbird use or reproductive
success on CLNWR. However, it is estimated that as many as 200,000 Taverner’s/lesser/western
Canada geese may pass through the refuge and the surrounding agricultural lands during the spring
migration. Over 3,000 greater white-fronted geese have been noted in recent years, while Wrangle
Island snow goose numbers generally average less than 200.

Marsh birds can be abundant, particularly during wet years; however, no quantifiable population
information exists. Brood water on and off the refuge is generally lacking due to the valley-wide
practice of private landowners draining lands for hay and pasture. In addition, permanent or late
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season waters for brood rearing can be restricted by efforts to control bullfrogs and wetland
drawdowns necessary to promote native vegetation, such as sedges.

Winter bird use is generally low, as open waters often freeze by late November and remain so into
March. As with breeding, there have not been any surveys to determine populations of wintering and
migratory waterfowl. Annual winter and migratory waterfowl use can vary considerably depending
on forage conditions both on and off the refuge, ice and snow cover, and timing of late winter storm
events.

Annual variability (availability, depth, distribution, timing) of wetlands and meadows—in large part
a function of early drawdowns for private lands—is believed to have significant impacts on
recruitment of waterfowl and waterbirds in some years. However, the lack of both refuge and
regional data makes it difficult to discern if these perceived population trends are a function of
valley-specific or regional habitat conditions. In general, mid-summer through fall water availability
is confined to the three creeks and the major ditches in the valley.

1.8.14 Wildlife-Dependent Public Uses

o What types of improvements to wildlife-dependent uses can be provided to enhance public
enjoyment and ensure a quality experience for refuge visitors?

e How will CLNWR meet the increasing demand for safe, accessible, high-quality
wildlife-dependent recreation opportunities in the future?
How will the refuge provide visitors with safe and ABA-accessible access?
How will the refuge improve the quality of the hunting program?

e How will CLNWR address the impacts of increasing visitation on wildlife and minimize
impacts to priority species?

The Administration Act identified six priority refuge uses: hunting, fishing, wildlife observation,
wildlife photography, environmental education, and interpretation. These uses receive enhanced
consideration in planning and management over all other general public uses on refuges. When
compatible with refuge purposes, these wildlife-dependent recreational uses are to be strongly
encouraged. Under the Service compatibility policy (603FW2), refuges with limited staffing and
funding are required to make efforts to obtain additional resources or outside assistance to provide
wildlife-dependent recreational uses and to document those efforts before determining that any of
these uses are not compatible. These uses, as well as other current or proposed uses, receive an
extensive compatibility review in the CCP before being allowed.

CLNWR must manage ever-increasing visitation and demand for visitor services programs with a
small staff. This limits all visitor services programs; however, it is more problematic for certain
programs (e.g., waterfowl hunting and environmental education) than others (wildlife observation.)
To date, emphasis has been placed on maintaining facilities, welcoming and orienting visitors,
answering information requests and dealing with law enforcement issues. The visitor services
programs are mostly self-serve through informational kiosks and a walking trail. Currently, best
guesses are being used to estimate visitation. Environmental education programs are delivered
through the use of volunteers and partnerships with local groups.

Waterfowl hunting is allowed on CLNWR within the designated free-roam hunt area in accordance
with Washington State seasons and regulations, 7 days a week, all day (dawn to dusk). Hunting
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pressure is light to moderate and is concentrated mainly in response to Canada goose activity late in
the season.

Dove hunting is allowed on CLNWR, but very few, if any, harvests have been documented.

Deer hunting is allowed on a designated 100-acre unit, but is of questionable quality due to the area
restriction and deer population.

1.8.15 Effective Law Enforcement

e How does CLNWR create a stronger law enforcement presence to better facilitate
effective management, reduce law enforcement violations, and reduce user group
conflicts?

Law enforcement is currently covered by refuge officers stationed out of MCRNWRC in Burbank,
Washington. Because of the distance from the MCRNWRC office and the lack of waterfowl hunting
pressure, law enforcement visits are limited to elk hunting season and a few sporadic visits
throughout the year. Most law enforcement coverage is provided by WDFW officers based out of
Trout Lake, Goldendale, and VVancouver, Washington.

Most reports of violations occur during elk season. Several incidences of elk poaching have occurred
on the refuge in the recent past.

1.8.16 Impacts of Development and Climate Change

e How should CLNWR address the impact of increasing development, and ultimately a
reduction in open space, of adjacent lands on its wildlife and habitat?
o How will the refuge address the potential impacts of climate change?

Temperature increases, documented over the past 20 years, and anticipated water shifts in rain/snow
cycles due to climate change will likely lead to an earlier spring drying trend in the Glenwood
Valley.

1.8.17 Staffing

o What staffing levels are needed to maintain current management operations at CLNWR?
e How will the refuge address the staffing limitations?

CLNWR is administered by MCRNWRC and the Refuge Manager is headquartered at Toppenish
National Wildlife Refuge in Toppenish, Washington. A full-time, career-seasonal maintenance
worker is stationed at the refuge. Typical staffing patterns include seasonal biologists and visiting
crews of maintenance and fire personnel.

1.8.18 Issues Outside the Scope of the CCP

While CCPs are, by definition, comprehensive plans, no single plan can cover all issues. The issue
identified below is currently considered to be outside the scope of this CCP.
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Refuge Expansion

A proposal to expand the refuge acquisition boundary is not included in this CCP. The Service may
analyze additional habitat protection needs and possible additions to the approved refuge boundary in
future planning efforts.
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Chapter 2. Management Direction

2.1 Overview

During development of the CCP presented in this chapter, the Service reviewed and considered a
variety of resource, social, climatic, economic, and organizational aspects important for managing
the refuge. These background conditions are described more fully in the following chapters. As is
appropriate for a national wildlife refuge, resource considerations were fundamental in designing
alternatives. House Report 105-106 accompanying the Administration Act states “. . . the
fundamental mission of our System is wildlife conservation: wildlife and wildlife conservation must
come first.”

The refuge planning team reviewed and used available scientific information (reports and studies) to
better understand ecosystem trends and the latest scientific recommendations for species and habitats.
The team met with staff from local, state, and federal agencies; the Confederated Bands and Tribes of
the Yakama Nation (Yakama Nation); and elected officials to ascertain priorities and problems as
perceived by others. Refuge staff also met with refuge users, nonprofit groups, and community
organizations to solicit their comments and ideas, which were considered during CCP development.
The details of public participation can be found in Appendix K.

After gathering as much information as possible, the planning team, with considerable assistance
from the Service’s Regional Office, combined this data with CLNWR’s purposes and determined the
conservation targets to be included in the CCP process, that is, those resources upon which the CCP
would focus management attention (see Appendix E). From this flowed the goals, objectives, and
strategies which the planning team felt should be included in the CCP. Each goal, objective, and
strategy was carefully evaluated for how it benefitted, augmented and fit with Service trust resources;
CLNWR’s purposes; identified conservation targets; key refuge and state species; and the principles
of biological diversity, integrity and environmental health (BIDEH). Once the range of acceptable
management goals and objectives was determined, the objectives and strategies were logically
organized into reasonable alternatives along coherent management directions, as in the draft CCP.

2.2 Management Directions Considered But Not Developed

During development of the alternatives, the planning team considered the actions detailed below. All
of these actions were ultimately eliminated for the reasons provided.

2.2.1 Full-scale Restoration of Creeks to Historic Channels/Oxbows

The entire valley has been modified due to the channelization of creeks and development of drainage
canals. However, private land inholdings preclude hydrologic restoration. Even if inholdings on the
refuge were acquired from willing sellers, it would be hydrologically impossible to restore just short,
select portions of streams; what happens in one part of a stream impacts the stream both up and
downstream. Partial restorations might be possible, but would be analyzed on a case-by-case basis
and then only after further study to determine historic conditions.
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2.2.2 Lethal Control of Coyotes to Benefit Nesting Waterbirds

No assessment of the impacts of coyotes on waterbirds has been undertaken to determine the extent
and severity of impacts to waterbirds. Consequently, a proposal for the lethal control of coyotes to
benefit nesting waterbirds would be premature and not based on sound science. Although some
coyotes appear to target certain Sandhill crane pairs, overall the refuge maintains high recruitment
rates for cranes. Under the CCP, the Service will continue to monitor the nesting population of
Sandbhill cranes on the refuge.

2.2.3 Implementing an ElIk Hunt

As discussed in Section 1.8.12, the elk population appears to be expanding its range and herd size,
and there are some concerns over agricultural depredation and resource/infrastructure damage on the
refuge. However, there have been no long-term surveys conducted to assess population trends and
range within the Glenwood Valley, nor have resource impacts been well documented. WDFW and
local landowners have expressed interest in an elk hunt on CLNWR, but this is not an interest
expressed throughout the valley. Over the past several years, unethical and reckless hunting on
private lands has prompted local concerns regarding safety. In addition, there is a widely held
opinion that a refuge elk hunting program would not resolve depredation issues and that a hunt may
actually exacerbate the problem off-refuge by driving elk onto private lands.

A lack of information on depredation complaints, resource/infrastructure damage, herd data, herd
management objectives, and safety issues preempts the development of an elk hunting program at
this time. In addition, an elk hunt on the refuge may be problematic due to safety concerns (nearby
residences and roads), a lack of assessment of elk movements in the event of a hunt, disturbance to
other refuge resources, and timing conflicts with management activities and other public uses. For
example, elk observation is a popular spring and fall pastime for CLNWR visitors, likely undertaken
by more visitors in a day than the number of elk hunters that would use the refuge in an entire
season; therefore, maintaining these viewing opportunities is important and should not be
compromised by other refuge programs. For these reasons, an elk hunt is not proposed at this time,
although the idea could be revisited in the future as more information becomes available.

2.3 Description of Management Direction

2.3.1 Factors in Management Direction

Adaptive Management. Adaptive management is an approach to resource management that
emphasizes adjusting management practices in response to what has been learned. Based on 522 DM
1 (Adaptive Management Implementation Policy), the refuge will utilize adaptive management for
conserving, protecting and, where appropriate, restoring lands and resources. Within 43 CFR 46.30,
adaptive management is defined as a system of management practices based on clearly identified
outcomes, where monitoring evaluates whether management actions are achieving desired results
(objectives). Adaptive management decisions are based on the best available science, common
sense, experience, experimentation, new scientific discoveries and monitoring.

The Department of the Interior Adaptive Management Technical Guide also defines adaptive
management as a decision process that promotes flexible decision making that can be adjusted in the
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face of uncertainties as outcomes from management actions and other events become better
understood. Adaptive management accounts for the fact that complete knowledge about fish,
wildlife, plants, habitats and the ecological processes supporting them may be lacking. The role of
natural variability contributing to ecological resilience also is recognized as an important principle
for adaptive management. It is not a trial-and-error process; instead adaptive management
emphasizes learning-while-doing. It is based on available scientific information and the best
professional judgment of refuge staff while considering site-specific biotic and abiotic factors on the
refuge.

Avoidance of Sensitive Resources. Under the alternatives, visitor activity centers, visitor facilities,
and both non-vehicular and vehicular travel routes will be sited to minimize effects by avoiding
sensitive natural and cultural resources. Potential adverse effects from visitor use will be further
minimized through closures or special restrictions at sites with seasonal protection needs or sites
vulnerable to or experiencing resource damage. Group size limitations may be used for specific sites
or activities as needed to protect sensitive resources. Visitor use will be managed using
informational signs, educational materials, trails, protective devices, and law enforcement patrols.
Because threatened, endangered, and sensitive (TE&S) species migrate through CLNWR,
construction projects and public use patterns will be scheduled seasonally to avoid adverse effects.

Biological Integrity, Diversity, and Environmental Health. The Administration Act, as amended,
directs the Service to ensure that the BIDEH of the NWRS are maintained for the benefit of present
and future generations of Americans. Refuge Manual Chapter 601 FW 3 defines biological integrity
as “. . . the biotic composition, structure, and functioning at genetic, organism, and community levels
comparable with historic conditions, including the natural biological processes that shape genomes,
organisms, and communities.” Historic conditions are “. . . composition, structure, and functioning
of ecosystems resulting from natural processes that we believe, based on sound professional
judgment, were present prior to substantial human related changes to the landscape.” Biological
diversity is defined as “. . . the variety of life and its processes, including the variety of living
organisms, the genetic differences among them, and communities and ecosystems in which they
occur.” Environmental health is the “. . . composition, structure, and functioning of soil, water, air,
and other abiotic features comparable with historic conditions, including the natural abiotic processes
that shape the environment.” Simply stated BIDEH, are represented by native fish, wildlife, plants
and their habitats as well as those environmental conditions and processes that support them.

The BIDEH policy is an additional directive for the Service to follow while achieving CLNWR’s
purposes and the NWRS mission. When evaluating the appropriate management direction for
CLNWR (e.g., in compatibility determinations), the Service will use sound professional judgment to
determine the refuge’s contribution to BIDEH at multiple landscape scales. Sound professional
judgment will incorporate field experience, knowledge of refuge resources, an understanding of
CLNWR’s role within the ecosystem, applicable laws and best available science, including
consultation with others both inside and outside the Service. The policy states that the highest
measure of biological integrity, diversity and environmental health is viewed as those intact and
self-sustaining habitats and wildlife populations that existed during historic conditions.

There is one caveat, however. Management for a refuge’s purpose(s) is the highest priority, so
maintenance and/or restoration of biological integrity, diversity and environmental health cannot
compromise or conflict with refuge purpose(s).

Much of the wetland habitat in Washington has been lost during the last 100 years as a result of
urban and commercial development, agricultural conversion, and drainage. CLNWR retains one of

Chapter 2. Management Direction 2-3



Conboy Lake National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan

the largest remnant wet prairie/wetland systems remaining in the state. The dynamic complex of
wetlands that historically occurred in Glenwood Valley was replaced by agricultural lands, primarily
cattle pastures and hay crops. Wetland drainage and conversion commenced in the early 1900s and
drainage for agriculture continues to this day. Consequently, one of the most important contributions
the refuge can make for biological integrity at the local, regional and flyway scales involves
managing and restoring wet prairie and wetland habitats for migrating and nesting waterfowl and
waterbirds, as well as listed amphibians and plants.

Cultural Resource Protection and Section 106 Compliance. Actions with the potential to affect
cultural resources will undergo a thorough review before being implemented, as is consistent with the
requirements of cultural resource laws. This investigation may entail a literature review, records
search, field survey and tribal consultation. All actions with the potential to impact cultural resources
will undergo a review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). If
cultural resources are present, appropriate procedures will be implemented to protect them per
federal laws and Service policies and guidelines.

Facility Design/Aesthetic Considerations. Landscape design standards will be developed to protect
CLNWR’s natural beauty, scenic vistas and cultural heritage and to ensure that all site developments
and facility improvements contribute to, rather than detract from, aesthetic appeal. Facility design
and placement will be carefully planned with landscape integrity in mind. Future interpretive sites
and signs will be designed to have an unobtrusive profile, with framing and supports that blend with
the environment.

Fire Management. Fire management activities will conform to guidelines set forth in Service policy
and the approved Fire Management Plan for the MCRNWRC (Service 2009). Wildland fire will be
suppressed when possible; suppression techniques will be employed that minimize surface
disturbance in the vicinity of sensitive resources. Fire control policies will be implemented to reduce
the risk of human-caused wildland fire. Hazardous fuels will be addressed according to the Fire
Management Plan. The Fire Management Plan will be updated as appropriate.

Implementation Subject to Funding Availability. Actions will be implemented over a period of 15
years as funding becomes available. It is the intent of the planning team that annual priorities will
follow the final CCP guidelines, although funding initiatives, unforeseeable management issues, and
budgets may vary from year to year. The CCP will be reviewed every five years and updated as
necessary throughout its life.

Invasive Species Control/Integrated Pest Management. Because invasive plants and animals
currently represent one of the greatest threats to the refuge’s wildlife and habitats, control of invasive
species will be a high priority management activity. Invasive species, such as meadow knapweed,
Scotch broom, and other state- and county-listed noxious weeds, will continue to be a primary
management concern. Noxious weeds, such as reed canarygrass (an undesirable exotic grass that has
spread to dominate the refuge’s wet meadows), and introduced animals, such as bullfrogs, also limit
the refuge’s ability to provide high-quality habitat for refuge purpose and trust species and will be
controlled to the degree that funding permits. Invasive species control will be initiated prior to or
concurrently with habitat restoration efforts.

In accordance with 517 DM 1 and 569 FW 1, an Integrated Pest Management (IPM) approach will be
utilized, where practicable, to eradicate, control, or contain pest and invasive species (herein
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collectively referred to as pests) on refuge lands. IPM will involve using methods based upon
effectiveness, cost, and minimal ecological disruption, which considers minimum potential effects to
non-target species and the refuge environment. Pesticides may be used where physical, cultural and
biological methods, or combinations thereof, are impractical or incapable of providing adequate
control, eradication, or containment. If a pesticide is needed on refuge lands, the most specific
(selective) chemical available for the target species will be used unless considerations of persistence
or other environmental and/or biotic hazards preclude it. In accordance with 517 DM 1, pesticide
usage will be further restricted because only pesticides registered with the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in full compliance with the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide,
and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) and as provided in regulations, orders, or permits issued by the EPA
may be applied on lands and waters under refuge jurisdiction.

Environmental harm by pest species will refer to a biologically substantial decrease in environmental
quality as indicated by a variety of potential factors, including declines in native species populations
or communities, degraded habitat quality or long-term habitat loss, and altered ecological processes.
Environmental harm may be a result of the direct effects of pests on native species, including preying
and feeding on them; causing or vectoring diseases; preventing them from reproducing or killing
their young; outcompeting them for food, nutrients, light, nest sites, or other vital resources; or
hybridizing with them so frequently that within a few generations few if any truly native individuals
remain. Environmental harm also can be the result of an indirect effect of pest species. For example,
decreased waterfowl use may result from invasive plant infestations reducing the availability and
abundance of native wetland plants that provide forage during the winter.

Appendix H contains the refuge’s IPM program documentation to manage pests for this CCP. Along
with a more detailed discussion of IPM techniques, this documentation describes the selective use of
pesticides for pest management on refuge lands, where necessary. Throughout the life of the CCP,
most proposed pesticide uses on refuge lands will be evaluated for potential effects to refuge
biological resources and environmental quality. These potential effects will be documented in
Chemical Profiles (see Appendix H). Pesticide uses with appropriate and practical best management
practices (BMPs) for habitat management, as well as facilities maintenance, will be approved for use
on refuge lands where there likely will be only minor, temporary and localized effects to species and
environmental quality, based on not exceeding the threshold values in the Chemical Profiles.
However, pesticides may be used on refuge lands where substantial effects to species and the
environment are possible (exceed threshold values) in order to protect human health and safety (e.g.,
mosquito-borne disease).

Land Acquisition Within the Approved Boundary. The Service has the authority to acquire land
or negotiate agreements on behalf of the National Wildlife Refuge System only within an approved
refuge boundary. The Service can make offers to purchase land, purchase conservation easements, or
enter into management agreements with willing landowners within the approved boundary. Lands or
interests therein do not become part of the NWRS unless they are purchased from or are placed under
a management agreement with the individual landowner. Service authority over any use of lands
within an approved refuge boundary is limited to lands the Service has acquired in fee title,
conservation easement, or a management agreement. Private landowners within an approved refuge
boundary retain all of the rights, privileges, and responsibilities of private land ownership and are
under no obligation to sell their property to the Service. Service policy for land acquisition is to
work on a one-on-one basis with a willing seller/interested landowner. Based on the availability of
funds, the Service will continue to negotiate with willing sellers to acquire lands, easements, or
management agreements within the existing approved refuge boundary.
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Maintaining/Upgrading Existing Infrastructure and Facilities. Periodic maintenance and
upgrading of the refuge buildings and facilities will be necessary. Water control structures, dikes and
ditches all require recurring annual maintenance to ensure integrity and functioning capabilities.
Maintenance examples include water control structure repair or replacement, dike repair and ditch
cleaning. Additional maintenance activities will include filling in shallow feeder ditches, which will
improve water management capability, and maintaining secondary arterials to provide flood relief
and irrigation water for private landowners (irrigation tailwater). Annual maintenance will continue
on roads, boundary and interior fencing, and firebreaks. Periodic maintenance and upgrading of
facilities is necessary for safety and accessibility and to support staff and management needs.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Establishing Authority Compliance. If a refuge, or portion
thereof, has been designated, acquired, reserved, or set apart as an inviolate sanctuary, hunting of
migratory game birds can be allowed on no more than 40% of that refuge, or portion of refuge, at any
one time unless there is a finding that taking of a species in more than 40% of the refuge would be
beneficial to the species (16 U.S.C. 668dd(d)(1)(A), Administration Act; 16 U.S.C. 703 712,
Migratory Bird Treaty Act; and 16 U.S.C. 715a 715r, Migratory Bird Conservation Act). Currently
more than 40% of CLNWR is open to migratory bird hunting; the areas open to hunting will be
adjusted to comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

Monitoring and Assessing Effects of Climate Trends and Climate Change. As stated in DOI’s
Secretarial Order 3226 and the Service’s Climate Change Strategic Plan, the Service considers and
analyzes climate change in its decisions, long-range plans, and other activities. Habitat conditions
and wildlife populations are directly and indirectly sensitive to climatic conditions, namely
precipitation and temperature. As described in greater detail in Chapter 3, the area’s hydrology is
particularly sensitive to changes in climate because snowmelt dominates seasonal runoff and the
Klickitat River watershed’s rain/snow balance is sensitive to temperature. For example, higher
winter temperatures provide more rain instead of snow at low and mid-elevations.

Although annual variation in temperatures and the amount and timing of precipitation is high in the
Pacific Northwest (due to the El Nifio Southern Oscillation and other large-scale climate patterns),
long-term trends show significant changes in the timing of streamflows throughout the Pacific
Northwest, and these trends are projected to accelerate. Research indicates that increased winter
streamflows can be expected, and the timing of peak flows is projected to occur earlier in the spring
in the future. In the longer-term future (i.e., 2080s), projections show that streamflow regimes could
become rain-dominant in the Klickitat River watershed, meaning that they will peak with
precipitation in the winter.

Increasing temperatures have also increased fire risk throughout the Pacific Northwest, and these
trends may affect the refuge’s forest, riparian and upland habitats and their management.

Knowledge and monitoring of these regional and local trends will be used to assess potential changes
or enhancements to CLNWR’s management actions and techniques and timing, using the adaptive
management approach described above. The region’s changing hydrology highlights the importance
of the refuge’s efforts to improve its ability to enhance water management capacity; restore/enhance
its hydrology to meet wet meadow, marsh, and riparian/aquatic goals; and maintain secondary
arterials to provide flood relief and irrigation water for private landowners. Increasing temperatures
highlight the need for forest thinning and other management actions to meet refuge goals for forest,
riparian, and upland habitats. The combined changes (temperature, precipitation, and hydrology) can
affect CLNWR’s habitats and species directly, such as the timing of migratory arrival and many
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other phenologic responses, and indirectly by adding vulnerability to other stressors, including
invasive species and pathogens. This highlights the importance of monitoring habitat and species to
establish potential correlations and adaptation options.

The Service will monitor wildlife corridor analyses, vulnerability assessments, and other efforts,
including those underway at a landscape scale such as the Great Northern Landscape Conservation
Cooperative (LCC). LCCs are formal, science-management partnerships between the Service, other
Federal agencies, States, tribes, nongovernmental organizations, universities and other entities to
address climate change and other biological stressors in an integrated fashion. LCCs provide science
support, biological planning, conservation design, research and design of inventory and monitoring
programs. As needed, objectives and strategies will be adjusted to assist in enhancing CLNWR’s
resources’ resiliency to climate change. The MCRNWRC will also continue to pursue and engage in
mechanisms to conserve energy in refuge operations.

Monitoring Effects of Visitor Use on Wildlife. Monitoring to assess effects of visitor use on
wildlife will be conducted. Monitoring will be needed to ensure that permitted uses remain
compatible over time and that the use will not materially interfere with, or detract from, the
biological integrity of CLNWR, meeting the refuge’s purposes, and fulfilling the mission of the
NWRS. Areas and/or timing of visitor use will be modified, or even eliminated if necessary to
provide secure and adequately sized sanctuary areas for migratory birds and trust species.

Natural Resource Data Collection and Monitoring. Inventories will be conducted to obtain data
related to habitat conditions; wildlife populations and habitat requirements; restoration treatment
locations, timing, and effectiveness; resource protection measures; invasive species control; TE&S
species; and other areas of management concern. Resource information will be collected using
global positioning system (GPS) technology, permanent monitoring plots, point counts, pedestrian
transect surveys, and other methods. The information collected will be used to improve existing data
sets, mapping and scientific knowledge concerning species, habitats, restoration needs, treatment
effectiveness, land disturbance events and other areas of concern.

Existing and new fish, wildlife, water and vegetation monitoring programs will be conducted by
refuge staff, volunteers, or cooperators to support adaptive management. These programs will entail
monitoring and evaluation of habitat management and restoration activities, TE&S species, and
public uses. Periodic monitoring (every five to seven years) of priority sensitive plant communities
will be conducted in permanent monitoring plots.

Where possible, CLNWR management projects will be designed to contribute to the body of
knowledge, as well as to meet specified resource objectives. For additional information, see Goal 5.

Participation in Planning and Review of Regional Development Activities. The Service will
actively participate in planning and studies pertaining to future industrial and urban development,
transportation, recreation, contamination, and other potential concerns that may affect CLNWR’s
wildlife resources, habitats, or environmental quality. The Service will continue to cultivate working
relationships with county, state, federal agencies and the Yakama Nation to stay abreast of current
and potential developments. The Service will utilize outreach and education as needed to raise
awareness of CLNWR’s resources and dependence on the local environment.

Partnerships. Partnerships on the refuge are critical components in maintaining and continuing
efforts to enhance recreation opportunities or implement resource management improvements, such
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as restoring habitat for threatened and endangered species. These partnerships typically involve
joining forces with Federal, State, and local agencies and organizations. For example, the refuge will
continue to coordinate with the Klickitat Drainage District #1, Hell Roaring Irrigation District and
neighboring landowners on issues of mutual interest.

Regulatory Compliance. Prior to implementation, all activities will undergo appropriate reviews
and consultations, and permits and clearances will be secured, as necessary, to comply with legal and
policy requirements. This includes water quality permits required under Section 401 and dredge and
fill permits required under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act of 1972, as amended (33 U.S.C. 1251-
1382); appropriate evaluations and documentation under NEPA; evaluation and consultation required
by Section 7 of the ESA,; and review and consultation required by Section 106 of the NHPA.

Restoration Activities. Native seeds and plants derived from the area will be used as a priority for
all planting/restoration projects on CLNWR. Providers of native seed or native plants to CLNWR
will provide documentation for the origin of seed or plants and will also, in the case of seed, provide
certification that the seed provided to CLNWR is free of noxious weed contamination. These
requirements will be included in any scope of work prior to contracting the production and supply of
plant materials. Plant materials may be refused if they do not meet these requirements.

Occasionally, small amounts of seed may be collected from CLNWR to be provided to plant
nurseries and grown into seedling plants to be replanted onto the refuge. In these cases, refuge staff
will supervise the selection of species for collection and the actual collection of seed from plants on
CLNWR. Seed collection needs for species and amounts will be based on annual restoration and
rehabilitation needs. Seeds will be collected during the appropriate season as dictated by plant
species phenology, and the parent plant will not be damaged or harmed in any way during seed
collection. Seed will be collected from no more than 20 percent of individuals within a population,
and no more than 50 percent of the total seed production from individual plants will be collected
annually.

State Coordination. The Service will continue to maintain regular discussions with the WDFW,
WDNR, Washington State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), and other agencies with joint
responsibility for resources on the refuge. This includes coordination to implement Washington
State plans and programs as outlined above and in Chapter 1. Coordination with other agencies is a
key component of successful management and is vital to CLNWR’s programs, plans and projects,
especially in times of static or declining budgets.

State Plan Compliance and Cooperation. To the extent possible, the CCP will support and
complement the Washington State recovery plans for greater Sandhill cranes and western gray
squirrels as outlined in Chapter 1 and any other relevant species. Where feasible, the CCP and its
implementation will coordinate with other Washington State plans and programs, e.g., hunting and
fishing regulations.

Step-down Plans. The CCP provides guidance in the form of goals, objectives and strategies for
several refuge program areas but may lack some of the specifics needed for implementation. Several
subsequent, or step-down, plans will be developed for management of the plan. For example, the
CCP may note that a trail is needed to accomplish a certain management objective. However, it will
take a Visitor Services Plan or a Trails Plan to specifically site the trail and define design standards.
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All step-down plans require appropriate NEPA compliance and implementation may require
additional county, State, and Federal permits. Project-specific plans, with appropriate NEPA
compliance, may be prepared outside of these step-down plans. For CLNWR, the step-down plans
we anticipate needing into the future include:

» Cultural Resources Management Plan.

» Habitat Management Plan or the Refuge Habitat Management Database.
* Hunting (i.e., Hunt Opening Package).

* Integrated Pest Management Plan (See Appendix H).

* Visitor Services Plan.

Tribal Coordination. The Service will continue to consult and coordinate with the Yakama Nation,
including seeking assistance on issues related to cultural resources education and interpretation,
special programs, repatriation and the NHPA.

Volunteer Opportunities. Volunteer opportunities are key components of the successful
management of public lands and are vital to CLNWR’s programs, plans and projects, especially in
times of static or declining budgets. Currently, CLNWR makes extensive use of volunteers in
activities like counting Oregon spotted egg masses. In the future, successful implementation of
native habitat restoration, survey and monitoring activities, and environmental education and
interpretation programs will require the use of partnerships and volunteers.

Water Rights. The need to document refuge water rights and efficiently utilize and manage water
flows is critical to achieving refuge purposes. The Water Resources Inventory and Assessment
summary report (USFWS 2013) documented all water rights claims and certificates on fee title and
inholdings within the approved refuge boundary. Under the CCP, documentation of water rights for
CLNWR will continue to be researched and mapped by the Water Resources Branch of the Division
of Engineering for any new land acquisitions. Any errors, omissions, or inconsistencies within the
information in the water rights files in the Regional Office will be investigated and resolved.

Wilderness and Wild and Scenic Rivers Review. The Wilderness Act of 1964 (16 U.S.C.
1131-1136), as amended, provides the following description of wilderness:

A wilderness, in contrast with those areas where man and his own works dominate the landscape, is
hereby recognized as an area where the earth and its community of life are untrammeled by man, where
man himself is a visitor who does not remain. An area of wilderness is further defined to mean in this Act
as an area of undeveloped Federal land retaining its primeval character and influence, without
permanent improvements or human habitation, which is protected and managed so as to preserve its
natural conditions.

The Wilderness Act directed the Secretary of the Interior, within 10 years, to review every roadless
area of 5,000 acres or more within DOI lands and to recommend to the President the suitability of
each qualifying area for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System. This assessment
is still in progress. Service policy (Part 602 FW 3.4 C (1)(c)) requires that wilderness reviews be
completed as part of the CCP process. This review includes the re-evaluation of refuge lands
existing during the initial 10-year review period of The Wilderness Act of 1964, as amended (16
U.S.C. 1131-1136), as well as new lands and waters added to the NWRS since 1974. If it is
determined that the potential for wilderness designation is found, the process moves on to the
wilderness study phase. As part of the process for the draft CCP/EA, the planning team completed a
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wilderness review and found that currently there are no lands on CLNWR that meet wilderness
criteria (see Appendix D).

To arrive at this conclusion, refuge staff used the same process used for the Hanford Reach National
Monument (Monument) in development of its CCP. Using criteria derived from the Wilderness Act,
Service standards and protocols employed by the Bureau of Land Management's Colorado and Utah
State Offices, Monument staff and contractors developed standards to be used in the wilderness
assessment for the Monument. Using the same standards and a geographic information system (GIS)
analysis of man-made infrastructure on CLNWR, coupled with in-the-field observations, it was
readily apparent that there are no areas on CLNWR that meet the standards and are sufficiently large
to support wilderness characteristics.

In addition, a Secretarial Directive requires that all DOI agencies complete a wild and scenic rivers
eligibility assessment when conducting land planning and during pre-acquisition planning for new or
expanded refuges (341 FW 2.4 B., Land Acquisition Planning). The only stream on CLNWR is Bird
Creek, which does not meet the outstandingly remarkable value standards, as defined by Section 1 of
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and thus is not eligible for designation (see Appendix D).

2.3.2 Summary of Management Direction

The focus of refuge management will continue to be for wildlife rather than public use, and most
current management actions will continue. The Water Management Plan will be revised within two
years of plan completion and then modified as needed. Haying and mowing will continue, but
grazing will be added as a potential management tool for reed canarygrass. EXisting dikes will be
evaluated and potentially modified to achieve target water levels. Additionally, disking and
prolonged deep flooding will be potentially used to control reed canarygrass. In areas with known
Oregon spotted frog oviposition and rosy owl-clover sites, these techniques will be performed on an
experimental basis with pre- and post-monitoring. An aggressive bullfrog and bullhead fish control
program will be implemented. The cover of shrubs and trees will be reduced in upland meadow
habitats using mechanized removal and prescribed fire, where appropriate. A program to actively
create snags in all forest types will be implemented to benefit woodpeckers, other insectivore birds,
and cavity-nesting species. Additional forest thinning in all forest-stand types will occur to create
structural diversity and allow regeneration of understory species and young trees.

While the refuge is focused on wildlife protection and conservation, visitor services opportunities
will be provided in key areas. The refuge will continue with the current public access hours. Wildlife
observation and photography will continue to be allowed in the same open areas. However, the area
west of the Cold Springs Canal will be opened to public use, apart from hunting and fishing. The
Willard Springs Trail will be realigned, lengthened, and given a new interpretive emphasis.
Environmental education will receive a greater emphasis through the hiring of a part-time staff
person, training of local teachers through a new program so that they might conduct classes, and
implementing a monitoring program to track progress. The recruitment and use of volunteers will be
enhanced for all visitor service activities, but with a strong emphasis on education. New interpretive
exhibits will be installed at the refuge headquarters and along the Willard Springs Trail, the
Observation Overlook, and the Whitcomb-Cole Hewn Log House. Deer hunting within the 100-acre
deer hunting area will be discontinued. Elsewhere, waterfow! hunting and fishing will remain much
the same.
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Cultural resource management would continue to fulfill law and policy, and additional measures will
be implemented, such as completing a cultural resources overview, establishing new tribal
partnerships, evaluating the National Register eligibility of archeological sites, and developing an
inadvertent discovery plan. The Whitcomb-Cole Hewn Log House will receive an increased
emphasis, primarily through the use of volunteers to provide education and interpretation.

2.4 Goals, Objectives and Strategies

Goals and objectives are the unifying elements of successful refuge management. They identify and
focus management priorities, resolve issues, and link to refuge purposes, Service policy and the
NWRS mission.

A CCP describes management actions that help bring a refuge closer to its vision. The vision
broadly reflects the refuge’s purpose(s), the NWRS mission and goals, other statutory requirements
and larger-scale plans as appropriate. Goals then define general targets in support of the vision,
followed by objectives that direct effort into incremental and measurable steps toward achieving
those goals. Finally, strategies identify specific tools and actions to accomplish objectives.

The goals for CLNWR to be implemented over the next 15 years under the CCP are presented on the
following pages. Each goal is followed by the objectives that pertain to that goal. Some objectives
pertain to multiple goals and have simply been placed in the most reasonable spot. Similarly, some
strategies pertain to multiple objectives. The order of goals does not imply any priority in this CCP.
Below each objective statement are the strategies that could be employed in order to accomplish the
objectives.

Goal 1. Protect and maintain a diverse assemblage of aquatic
habitats characteristic of Glenwood Valley/Conboy Lake Region.

Objective 1.1 Wet Prairie (Wet Meadow)

Annually, protect and maintain 3,281 acres of wet meadows on CLNWR for the benefit of
migrating waterfowl (e.g., mallards, northern pintails), breeding/migrating greater Sandhill
cranes, raptors (e.g., northern harriers, short-eared owls), native amphibians (e.g., Oregon
spotted frogs), and other wetland-dependent species. Wet prairie is characterized by:

»  Water depths ranging from saturated soils to 3 feet.

* Inundation from approximately October 1 to late June or early July.

» Ashort (<2 feet) cover of sedges (e.g., Carex species), rushes (e.g., Juncus species),
spikerushes (e.g., Eleocharis species), and other native or desirable emergents.

» The presence of native forbs (e.g., camas, common monkey-flower, potentilla).

» The presence of rare plant species (e.g., rosy owl-clover, Oregon coyote thistle,
long-bearded sago lily, dwarf rushes).

* A limited presence of woody species (e.g., lodgepole pine, spirea, willow species).

* A <20% cover of reed canarygrass where native wet meadow vegetation is established.

* A <10 inch vegetation height by late fall in reed canarygrass-dominated wet meadow
sites.

» A <5% presence of invasive/undesirable plants (e.g., Scotch broom, Canada thistle,
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meadow knapweed, St. John’s wort).

Strategies For Achieving Objective
Acres 3,281

A. Mimic the natural duration when surface water is present (hydroperiod) throughout the year
(i.e., flooding to commence with the fall rains and subside with the summer dry season).

B. Revise Water Management Plan within 2 years of CCP completion and then modify as
needed.

C. Set boards in water control structures in all creeks and ditches by October 1 to maintain
maximum (optimal) water levels for overwintering Oregon spotted frogs and other aquatic
species. Initiate drawdowns by July 1 with drawdowns complete by August 15. Some water
may be maintained in swales or deeper portions all year.

D. Hay reed canarygrass from August 1 to October 15 (see Haying CD).

E. Mow reed canarygrass from late summer (e.g., August 1, unless Sandhill crane colts less
than 3 weeks of age are present) through fall (e.g., October 15) in important Oregon spotted
frog breeding areas (such as C&H Units, Conboy Lake, and the Oxbow area) that have not been
hayed.

F. Graze reed canarygrass from September 1 to November 30 (see Grazing CD).

G. Evaluate and modify existing dikes to achieve target water levels as outlined in the Water
Management Plan.

H. Use disking and prolonged deep flooding. In areas with known Oregon spotted frog
oviposition and rosy owl-clover sites, perform on an experimental basis with pre- and post-
monitoring. See also Goal 5.

I.  Use prescribed fire to treat up to 700 acres between September 1 and December 1.

J. Use appropriate IPM techniques which may include mechanical/physical, cultural,
chemical, and/or biological means to eradicate or control invasive species (see Appendix H).

Rationale

The refuge was initially established for nesting and migrating waterfowl. Wet meadow habitats
represent important foraging habitat for a variety of migrating waterfowl, such as mallards, tundra
swans, northern pintails and Canada geese. Under the CCP, the refuge will continue to manage wet
meadows to provide habitat for waterfowl. In addition to providing suitable waterfowl habitat, the
refuge also provides important habitat for populations of several species of state and federal
management concern. The species of highest concern found in wet meadows include Oregon spotted
frogs, greater Sandhill cranes, rosy owl-clover, long-bearded sego lily and Oregon coyote thistle.
Under the CCP, strategies for wet meadow management on the refuge include a combination of

2-12 Chapter 2. Management Direction



Conboy Lake National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan

water management, haying, mowing and prescribed fire to benefit Oregon spotted frogs, greater
Sandhill cranes, rare plants, waterfowl, and all wet meadow associated native species. The refuge
will also pursue other management alternatives when appropriate. These actions include chemical
treatment, disking and strictly controlled grazing.

Water management is the single most important management issue on the refuge and within
Glenwood Valley. The wet prairie, emergent marsh and seasonally flooded scrub-shrub and forest
habitats are important due to their biodiversity, juxtaposition within the broader geographic
landscape, and remaining populations of rare wildlife and plants. In general, the goal of CLNWR
water management is to manage wetlands that mimic the natural hydrology of the basin, where
feasible. This includes protecting and maintaining the large contiguous wet prairie system (Camas
Prairie) and the areas including and surrounding the Conboy Lake wetland system.

In 2005, a Water Management Plan was written that outlined water-flow scenarios, target water
elevations, and infrastructure needed for water management. A key design component of the water
management infrastructure is to pass virtually all inflows through the wetland system versus
bypassing flows down drainage ditches. This system also should allow passive movement of aquatic
adapted wildlife (frogs, salamanders, fish) through the dike system, between permanent waters
(creeks and ditches) and seasonal wetlands. Under the selected management direction, the Water
Management Plan, which details the timing and elevation of water levels by management unit, will
be revised to include subsequent restoration work that has been accomplished, as well as future
needs.

Refuge wet prairie areas are managed as seasonal wetlands with variable water regimes that range
from October (flood-up) to August (drawdown). Annual water inundation varies considerably
depending on the unit location, rainfall and snowpack, inflow/outflow capabilities, and specific unit
vegetation and management needs. Water management is feasible only in a few units where water is
available and can be manipulated without affecting private landowners. Effective water management
occurs in areas such as the C&H Units and Conboy Lake Unit where adequate infrastructure exists
and there are no known impacts to private landowners. More extensive water management
capabilities will be realized through modifying existing or adding water management infrastructure,
such as a berms, water control structures, and spillways. The natural seasonal and cyclical pattern of
water will be restored by improving the water management infrastructure and/or working with
adjacent landowners.

For the purposes of this plan, October 1 is set as the initiation of the water year as this coincides
approximately with the end of the haying/mowing season and commencement of fall rains and
increased water flow onto the refuge. A later flood-up initiation date may be required if inflows are
insufficient or specific management objectives have not yet been accomplished (e.g., haying or
desiccation to prevent juvenile recruitment of bullfrogs and bullhead catfish). Regardless, boards
should be installed in water control structures in all prairie and wetland units by freeze-up (usually
late November). Mid-June should be the earliest start of slow drawdown to maintain waterfowl! and
waterbird brood habitat. However, drawdowns should be initiated by July 1 and completed by
August 15 except in permanent ditches and creeks, which should be maintained at maximum
elevations year-round when possible.

A key component of water management for frogs and cranes (and others) is to ensure that all
meadows and wetlands are filled to maximum by early February to allow movements of frogs,
salamanders and dace into meadow units via spillways and other conveyance routes. High winter
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water conditions also tend to suppress reed canarygrass growth. Streams and ditches need to be at
maximum fall and winter to provide overwintering habitat and to ensure that critical water is not lost
during flood-up by having to fill ditches, etc., first.

Invasive reed canarygrass is widespread in many refuge wetlands, altering plant and animal
community composition. As much as 2,300 acres of seasonal wetlands are heavily infested with reed
canarygrass. Invasive plants limit native plant production and cause impacts to food, nesting and
cover for wildlife and reduce waterfowl food availability during the migration and wintering periods.

Reed canarygrass is an aggressive, cool-season perennial grass that invades many wetland systems
(Foster and Wetzel 2005). Reed canarygrass is clonal and rapidly spreads with rhizomes, forming
dense monotypic stands that prevent the establishment and survival of other herbaceous species
(Barnes 1999; Galatowitsch et al. 1999; Green and Galatowitsch 2001). Few animals will eat the
grass after flowering because of its rank growth, and most waterfowl are unable to utilize the
monotypic habitat for nesting, food, or cover (Maia 1994). However, waterfowl, greater Sandhill
cranes and Oregon spotted frogs do utilize reed canarygrass when it is managed as short grass by
haying, mowing, and/or grazing and then subsequently flooded during winter and spring.

Because of the aggressive nature of reed canarygrass, control strategies are limited and require
long-term planning, dedicated resources and commitment to follow-up for multiple years. Reed
canarygrass-dominated wet meadows will be managed as short-grass habitats until resources are
available to control the reed canarygrass and convert the habitats to sustainable native vegetation.

Haying is preferable to mowing, as mowing leaves residual vegetation and is more costly, but not all
areas can be hayed due to the presence of surface water or woody vegetation. Under the CCP, up to
2,325 acres of wet meadows will be hayed or mowed from early summer through fall to provide for
short grass management of reed canarygrass. Where haying is not possible, some areas will be
mowed to provide short-grass areas. Mowing will occur on low-demand areas not economically
suitable for haying by authorized permittees, but that still require mechanical manipulation of reed
canarygrass to attain short-grass conditions.

Managed livestock grazing will be utilized on a limited basis from late summer through fall to help
address reed canarygrass in areas where haying or mowing cannot occur and reed canarygrass
becomes unmanageable or rank. In some areas, grazing may be the only management option
available to limit growth of woody vegetation and reduce cover of reed canarygrass. Grazing can
have negative effects, including overbrowsing of palatable plant species, trampling of vegetation, soil
compaction, reduced water quality and disturbance to native species. Any grazing on the refuge will
be limited to small areas and low numbers of animals. Limited grazing has been shown to have little
effect on Oregon spotted frogs (Watson et al. 2003). Haying, grazing and mowing start dates will be
established to reduce the disturbance to ground nesting birds.

When resources become available, an integrated and adaptive management strategy will be
established to control reed canarygrass and convert those areas to native vegetation. The control
strategy will most likely include a combination of chemical and mechanical applications, prescribed
fire, planting a cover crop and native vegetation seeding and planting.

IPM methods, which may include chemical application of herbicides in the fall (Kilbride and
Paveglio 1999; Reinhardt Adams and Galatowitsch 2006), will be used to control herbaceous species
such as reed canary grass. The use of prescribed fire will reduce the seed bank density (Reinhardt
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Adams and Galatowitsch 2006), help reduce the amount of thatch, and prepare a suitable seed bed for
native vegetation re-establishment. Native seed or live plant selection will be limited to vegetation
native to the Glenwood Valley. In some instances, a cover crop may be planted to help reduce the
recolonization of reed canarygrass by shading until dense native vegetation can be established.
Shade limits reed canarygrass establishment from seed, leading to a dense, native canopy that may
prevent reed canarygrass establishment and growth (Mauer and Zedler 2002; Mauer et al. 2003).
However, this strategy will apply following eradication efforts only if native species can close the
canopy faster than reed canarygrass re-invades. Often reed canarygrass can establish more quickly
than the native species despite sowing native seeds immediately following removal of extant reed
canarygrass individuals (Reinhardt Adams and Galatowitsch 2006). Therefore, seeding with natives
alone is not likely to limit reed canarygrass recolonization. Reed canarygrass management will be
necessary during establishment of the native species canopy and during times in which gaps in the
native canopy occur. As native species recolonize, selectively removing reed canarygrass will
become increasingly complex and will shift from broadcast chemical treatments to selective spot
applications and hand removal.

An alternative option will be to use disking and prolonged deep flooding in order to control reed
canarygrass (Kilbride and Paveglio 1999; Paveglio and Kilbride 2000; Tu 2004). Wetland units
could be modified to allow for greater water management capability by impounding water within a
dike, thus reducing the amount of reed canarygrass, promoting a diversity of native wetland plants
and provide more suitable migratory waterfowl and greater Sandhill crane habitat. Further analysis
will be required to understand topography, hydrogeology and historical natural conditions when
considering this option. This potential strategy will be carefully considered where Oregon spotted
frogs are present to prevent barriers to dispersal. In areas with known Oregon spotted frog
oviposition and rosy owl-clover sites, this option will be initially explored on an experimental basis
with pre- and post-monitoring.

Prescribed fire is effective at removing woody vegetation and accumulated grasses but is very
expensive. The timing and locations where prescribed fire can be applied on the refuge are limited.
Where it is possible, prescribed fire will be used to manage for short reed canarygrass, remove
thatch, and promote nutrient cycling. Prescribed fire may also be used in areas inaccessible to
mechanical equipment due to woody debris and uneven terrain.

Oregon spotted frogs were historically found from southwestern British Columbia to northern
California, throughout the Puget Trough and Willamette Valley and extending into the Cascades in
Oregon and southern Washington (McAllister and Leonard 1997). The Oregon spotted frog is now
thought to be extirpated from up to 90% of its historic range (Hayes 1997). This decline is due
mainly to habitat loss, modification, and curtailment, as well as through interactions with introduced
bullfrogs and predatory fish (Service 2010d).

The refuge is home to the largest extant population of Oregon spotted frogs and the only population
in Washington known to coexist with bullfrogs (Service 2007; McAllister and Leonard 1997). The
loss of historic populations and the ongoing threats to extant populations has elevated the Oregon
spotted frog to a candidate for ESA protection and a state endangered species, making it the highest
management priority for the refuge. Refuge management will need to adapt to needed recovery
actions if the Oregon spotted frog is federally listed and protected under the ESA.

Wet meadows represent core breeding habitat for Oregon spotted frogs. Oregon spotted frogs breed
in shallow water (2-12 inches) that is at least seasonally connected to a larger water body. Preferred
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breeding habitat consists of sparse or short native grasses, sedges and rushes. Frogs rarely utilize
densely vegetated areas of wet meadows, such as reed canarygrass-dominated wetlands, unless
managed as short grass through haying or mowing, and areas shaded by woody vegetation, such as in
shrubs or pines (Service 2007). Under the CCP, the refuge will manage wet meadows to promote
Oregon spotted frog breeding by reducing cover of undesirable vegetation, mainly reed canarygrass
and woody vegetation, and by ensuring breeding areas are inundated long enough to allow sufficient
time for tadpoles to metamorphose and move from seasonal wetlands to permanent waters, which
typically occurs in June or July, depending on seasonal conditions. Where possible, hydrologic
connections will be maintained between wetland units and permanent water through August.

Greater Sandhill cranes were listed as endangered by the State of Washington in 1981. Greater
Sandhill cranes historically nested in several areas in Washington, including the southern Puget
Trough and the south-central, northeastern, and southeastern regions. Crane populations declined
significantly following human settlement and the associated habitat loss and through overhunting.
Breeding populations were extirpated from Washington by 1941. In 1979, nesting was confirmed on
the refuge (Littlefield and Ivey 2002). The refuge is now home to approximately 60 summering
birds, including about 25 nesting pairs.

Breeding territories of cranes typically include a variety of habitats: wet meadows, emergent
marshes, grass uplands, and partially forested uplands. Nest sites are generally found in open areas
in wet meadows or emergent marshes. Under the CCP, the Service will manage wet meadows to
ensure continued crane nesting by maintaining habitat through removal of undesirable vegetation,
mainly reed canarygrass and woody vegetation, and delaying any management actions which may
affect breeding cranes until August 1 or after all colts have fledged. Management activities, such as
pine removal in wet meadows that may affect breeding cranes, will be discontinued after March 1.

Rosy owl-clover, long-bearded sego lily and Oregon coyote-thistle are wet meadow plants of
management concern. Rosy owl-clover is restricted to two areas in Washington and is listed as
endangered by the State of Washington. Long-bearded sego lily is restricted to a few populations in
Klickitat and Yakima Counties; it is listed as sensitive by the State of Washington. Oregon coyote-
thistle is restricted to three populations in Klickitat and Clark Counties. All three plant species rely
on open wet meadow habitat with little woody vegetation or competing cover, such as reed
canarygrass (Camp and Gamon 2011). Under the CCP, the refuge will manage wet meadow habitat
to remove woody vegetation for these three rare plant species.

The nonnative bullfrog is fairly common on the refuge, and studies indicate that bullfrogs can prey
heavily on native frog species (including Oregon spotted frogs). Brown bullhead fish are not native
to the refuge and they occur in virtually all permanent and seasonal wetlands. There is no
information about the impacts of bullhead on the native wildlife or ecology of the prairie and
wetlands. Under the IPM program within the CCP, bullfrogs and bullheads will be removed from
wetland areas using water management (drawdowns) and other reasonable methods. Drawdowns are
an important management tool for reducing American bullfrog populations. Bullfrogs spend two
years in the tadpole stage, so fall drawdowns limit bullfrog populations by culling tadpoles.
Screening water control structure outlets is an additional option utilized to prevent bullfrog tadpoles
from entering permanent water sources. Water level management requires functional water control
structures. Water control structures are regularly maintained to keep them free of vegetation and
ensure proper water flow and are replaced when no longer capable of functioning.
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Beaver activity creates considerable habitat for Oregon spotted frogs (and other wildlife). Beaver
dams provide low-flow, stable water conditions that promote invertebrate populations, provide
rearing areas, and enhance vegetative diversity within the pond system. Dams and lodges contain a
complex matrix of logs and branches that maintains a water flow with high levels of dissolved
oxygen. This structure also limits freezing in a microhabitat relatively secure from predators and
thus provides ideal frog overwintering sites; beaver ponds are also secure from most predators.
However, beaver dams and beaver activity can also cause damage to water management
infrastructure by compromising the integrity of dikes and water control structures. Under the CCP,
beavers determined to be causing damage to water management infrastructure will be removed or
relocated to alternative locations within the Yakama Nation Reservation or other suitable sites.

Objective 1.2 Emergent Marsh

Annually, protect and maintain 156 acres of emergent marsh on CLNWR for the benefit of
migratory/breeding waterfowl, migrating/breeding greater Sandhill cranes, waterbirds (e.g.,
Virginia rails, soras, black terns), overwintering and breeding native amphibians (e.g., Oregon
spotted frogs), and a diverse assemblage of wetland-dependent species. Emergent marshes are
characterized by:

»  Water depths ranging from 2 to 4 feet.

* Inundation from approximately October 1 to late July or early September.

* A 50/50 ratio of open water and emergent cover as a mosaic.

» Native emergent cover, including bulrushes (Scirpus species) and cattails (Typha
species).

*  Open water with native/desirable submergents (e.g., pondweeds).

* A limited presence of woody species (e.g., lodgepole pine, spirea, willow species).

* A <5% presence of invasive/undesirable plants (e.g., purple loosestrife).

« Limited bullfrog recruitment.

Strategies For Achieving Objective

Acres 156

A. Mimic the natural duration when surface water is present (hydroperiod) throughout the year
(i.e., flooding to commence with the fall rains and subside with the summer dry season).

B. Revise Water Management Plan within 2 years of CCP completion and then modify as
needed.

C. Set boards in water control structures in all creeks and ditches by October 1 to maintain
maximum (optimal) water levels for overwintering Oregon spotted frogs and other aquatic
species. Initiate drawdowns by July 1 with drawdowns complete by August 15. Some water may
be maintained in swales or deeper portions all year.

D. Apply prescribed fire to treat a maximum of 50 acres/year.

E. Graze reed canarygrass from September 1 to November 30 (see Grazing CD).
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F. Employ mechanical techniques (mowing, disking) to reduce emergent cover and maintain
the desired vegetation/open water ratio.

G. Remove bullfrog tadpoles and bullheads using all available and appropriate means.

H. Use appropriate IPM techniques which may include mechanical/physical, cultural, chemical,
and/or biological means to eradicate or control invasive species (see Appendix H).

Rationale

The refuge was initially established for breeding and migrating waterfowl. Emergent marsh habitats
represent important nesting and brooding areas for a variety of waterbirds that nest on the refuge,
such as mallards, Virginia rails, soras and black terns. Emergent marsh is also important for
migrating waterfowl, such as mallards, tundra swans, northern pintails and Canada geese. Under the
CCP, the refuge will continue to manage emergent marsh to provide habitat for waterfowl.

Oregon spotted frogs also require emergent marsh habitat during parts of the year. As noted in
Objective 1.1, Oregon spotted frog populations have declined precipitously and they are State
endangered. The refuge population represents the largest extant population and the only population
in Washington that coexists with large numbers of introduced bullfrogs (Service 2007; McAllister
and Leonard 1997). Emergent marshes contain water through much of the summer and sometimes
year-round. Oregon spotted frogs may utilize these areas for breeding in the spring and for foraging
during the summer when other wetlands become dry. Frogs may also overwinter in the deeper water
found in emergent marshes. For summering frogs, at least 50% open water is required for basking
and to allow escape from predators (Watson et al. 2003).

Although year-round water is beneficial to Oregon spotted frogs, such permanent water also provides
breeding habitat for bullfrogs. The presence of bullfrogs negatively affects Oregon spotted frogs
(Pearl et al. 2004). Under the CCP, the refuge will manage emergent marshes to maintain open water
for Oregon spotted frogs and to curtail breeding of bullfrogs. Emergent marsh units, such as Willard
Pond, C&H Bog, and Cattail Marsh, will be periodically drawn down to maintain open water to
vegetation ratio and to reduce bullfrog recruitment. The units may be drawn down as much as every
other year, but only one emergent marsh unit will be dewatered in any given year to maintain suitable
Oregon spotted frog habitat.

Greater Sandhill cranes, another species of management concern addressed in Objective 1.1, utilize
emergent marsh habitat on the refuge. Open water found in emergent marshes provides roosting sites
for cranes; roosting in open water allows cranes to avoid predation. In some units, notably the
Oxbow and Willard Units, cranes nest in emergent marsh. Under the CCP, the refuge will manage
emergent marshes to maintain open water for crane roosting and will delay any management
activities that may affect breeding cranes until after August 1, or all colts have fledged, and will
cease management activities that may affect breeding cranes after March 1.

Current management of emergent marshes includes water level management, such as flooding or
drawdowns, to influence vegetation and maintain some areas of open water. Drawdowns are an
important management tool for reducing American bullfrog populations. Bullfrogs spend two years
in the tadpole stage, so fall drawdowns limit bullfrog populations by culling tadpoles. Screening
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water control structure outlets is an additional option utilized to prevent bullfrog tadpoles from
entering permanent water sources. Water level management requires functional water control
structures. Water control structures are regularly maintained to keep them free of vegetation and
ensure proper water flow and are replaced when no longer capable of functioning. For more
information on water management, see the Rationale in Objective 1.1.

Management actions may include prescribed fire, mowing, disking, and grazing. Prescribed fire,
mowing, and disking will be utilized to reduce emergent vegetation, create open water habitat, and
reduce the cover of undesirable species, such as reed canarygrass. Prescribed fire is highly effective
at reducing vegetative cover and removing accumulated vegetation. However, it is often cost
prohibitive and only feasible in some areas. Mowing is less costly, but leaves behind residual
vegetation and is less effective at removing shrubs and reed canarygrass. Additionally, mowing is
not practical in all areas and produces only short-term benefits. Disking is a management tool for
creating disturbance that increases heterogeneity in the landscape and can effectively reduce
vegetative cover.

In limited circumstances, livestock grazing may also be used to reduce emergent vegetation. Grazing
can be effective at reducing vegetative cover and creating open water but can have significant
negative effects on native plants and animals. Limited grazing will occur in select areas where no
other management alternatives are available. IPM techniques, which may include mechanical,
cultural, chemical, and/or biological agents, will be used to eradicate or control invasive species.
Management actions will usually occur from August 1 until precipitation prevents further use. For
bullfrogs, populations may be controlled by direct removal.

Objective 1.3 Main Water Delivery System (Creeks and Ditches)
Annually, protect and maintain 19 miles of creeks and ditches on CLNWR for the benefit of
Oregon spotted frogs, native fishes (e.g., speckled dace), migratory birds, and a diverse
assemblage of other species (e.g., invertebrates). These creeks and ditches are characterized

by:

e Permanent, moving water.

» Variable elevations and flows.

» The presence of submergents and floating vegetation (e.g., pondweeds).
» Limited/restricted stands of tall emergents (e.g., Typha species).

Strategies For Achieving Objective

Miles 19

A. Set water control structure flood-up levels by October 1. Set water control structure
drawdown levels by July 1 (see Conboy Lake Water Management Plan 2005).

B. Revise Water Management Plan within 2 years of CCP completion and then modify as
needed.

C. Use mechanical techniques (dredging, vegetation removal) to maintain water flows.

D. Use appropriate IPM techniques which may include mechanical/physical, cultural,
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| chemical, and/or biological means to eradicate or control invasive species (see Appendix H). |

Rationale

A legacy of agricultural use in the Glenwood Valley has resulted in several man-made or altered
ditches and creeks that function as inflows and outflows for the refuge. Chapman and Holmes
Creeks provide spring-time flows to the southwest side of the refuge. Cold Springs Ditch, supplied
by several springs, provides some year-round flow to the west side of the Camas Prairie lake bed.
Bird Creek, supplied by irrigation water, provides the bulk of year-round water and flows to the north
side of the refuge. Water drains out of the refuge through the Camas Ditch, which becomes Outlet
Creek and flows east into the Klickitat River. Although these ditches are man-made, some have been
in place for 100 years and now serve as critical habitat for Oregon spotted frogs, native invertebrates,
and fish. They are also the water delivery system for all aquatic habitats on the refuge, which
includes critical habitat for Oregon spotted frogs, Sandhill cranes, rare plants and other species of
management concern.

As noted in Objective 1.1, Oregon spotted frogs are state endangered due to precipitous population
declines as a result of habitat loss and degradation and interactions with introduced bullfrogs and
predatory fish. The ditches and creeks, supplied by springs, run-off and irrigation water, contain the
bulk of year-round water on the refuge. During late summer into winter, these ditches and creeks are
important habitat for the highly aquatic Oregon spotted frog, as they are the only available water,
other than several emergent marshes. Under the CCP, the refuge will manage ditches and creeks so
that they continue to function as summer and winter habitat for Oregon spotted frogs.

As the bulk of year-round water, the ditches and creeks serve as habitat for aquatic invertebrates and
speckled dace, a native fish. Creek and ditch banks also represent the only riparian habitat on the
refuge. Under the CCP, the Service will manage the creeks and ditches to maintain native
assemblages of invertebrates, fish and riparian vegetation.

Current management of creeks and ditches includes maintenance of water control structures and
spillways, occasional cleaning and dredging, and vegetation control in riparian areas. Maintenance
of water control structures is necessary to ensure continued flow and functioning of ditches and
creeks. The timing and intensity of any cleaning and dredging activities will take into consideration
the presence of Oregon spotted frogs. Water control structures also allow wetland units to be filled
or drained as necessary. Spillways provide mitigation of flood water and hydrologic connections for
migration of aquatic animals and require occasional maintenance.

It should be noted that in the future there may be a management need to restore (likely through filling
of manmade water channels) the stream system to its historic conditions. However, at this time what
those historic conditions were is unknown. Additional study will be needed to determine those
conditions and if restoration is desirable (see Goal 5). Such restoration will be the content of future
CCPs or a modification of this one.

Objective 1.4 Springs
Annually, protect and maintain springs (e.g., Willard Springs, Headquarters) on CLNWR for the
benefit of a diverse assemblage of native species. Springs are characterized by:

« Permanent, moving water.
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» Being groundwater-driven or associated with groundwater.
» Water temperatures ranging from 44 to 48°F.

Strategies For Achieving Objective

Springs 4

A. Strategically remove unwanted vegetation and debris, when necessary, to promote natural
hydrology.

B. Use appropriate IPM techniques, including mechanical /physical, cultural, chemical, and/or
biological means to eradicate or control invasive species (see Appendix H).

Rationale

There are four known springs on the refuge: Willard Spring is the only named spring. This habitat
can support a diverse assemblage of native species, including overwintering Oregon spotted frogs.
Springs are sometimes home to rare, endemic species; however, no biological surveys have been
conducted on springs within the refuge, so it is unknown what species occupy these springs. The
refuge will manage springs to protect any native species present and promote and maintain natural
hydrology. This will be accomplished by conducting biological surveys within springs and initiating
a periodic flow and temperature monitoring regime. Unwanted vegetation that accumulates in
springs may be removed to allow free flow from springs. Maintaining existing springs is consistent
with the Service’s 2001 policy on BIDEH (601 FW 3).

Goal 2. Protect and maintain upland meadow habitat characteristic
of Glenwood Valley/Conboy Lake Region.

Objective 2.1 Upland Meadow

Annually, protect and maintain 799 acres of upland meadow habitat on CLNWR for the benefit
of foraging greater Sandhill cranes, migratory landbirds (e.g., grasshopper sparrows), raptors
(e.g., northern harriers, short-eared owls), and a diverse assemblage of other native species
(e.g., Mardon skippers, western yellow-bellied racers). Upland meadows are characterized by:

» A full complement of native grasses (e.g., bluebunch wheatgrass, blue wildrye, and
Idaho fescue).

* A 20% cover of native forbs (e.g., Oregon checkermallow, yarrow, aster species).

* A 75% cover of native bunchgrasses (e.g., blue-bunch wheatgrass, blue wildrye, Idaho
fescue).

* A <5% cover of invasive species (e.g., meadow knapweed).

* A limited presence of woody species (e.g., ponderosa pine, lodgepole pine).

Strategies For Achieving Objective

Acres 799
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A. Apply prescribed fire to treat up to 100 acres annually

B. Graze nonnative grasses from September 1 to November 30 (see Grazing CD).

C. Use mechanical techniques (e.g., mowing, grazing, heavy equipment) to selectively
remove ponderosa and lodgepole pines and control pine seedlings.

D. Use appropriate IPM techniques which may include mechanical/physical, cultural,
chemical, and/or biological means to eradicate or control invasive species (see Appendix H).

Rationale

Protection of habitat for migratory birds was the initial reason for the creation of the refuge. Upland
meadows provide habitat for migratory songbirds, such as grasshopper sparrows. Raptors, such as
northern harriers, build nests and forage in upland meadows. Greater Sandhill cranes, a species of
management concern, forage in upland meadow habitats. Under the CCP, the refuge will manage
upland meadows to provide habitat for migratory birds.

Upland meadow habitat also provides habitat for other species of management concern. The Mardon
skipper is a small butterfly that relies on native bunchgrasses, especially fescues, within upland
meadows. Throughout much of its range, a great deal of upland meadow habitat has been lost or
degraded by overgrazing, forest encroachment, invasive species, residential development and
recreational activities. As a result of this habitat loss, Mardon skippers are restricted to five
geographic areas, including two in Washington (77 FR 54331). Due to population declines, the
Mardon skipper has been elevated to State endangered status. Mardon skipper populations are
known to exist in two areas in upland meadows on the refuge, although extensive surveys for Mardon
skippers across all appropriate habitats on the refuge have not been conducted.

Mardon skippers require native bunchgrasses, particularly fescues and oatgrasses, for reproduction
and other native plants, such as early blue violet, for foraging (Service 2010b). The presence of
shrubs and trees negatively affects Mardon skippers by reducing meadow habitat. Fire suppression
in upland meadows has allowed encroachment by shrubs and trees on the refuge, particularly
lodgepole and ponderosa pines. Prescribed fire has been used in many grassland restoration sites to
prevent the establishment and growth of woody vegetation, reduce the density of nonnative herbs,
and maintain vigorous stands of native grasses and forbs. However, due to small population sizes,
limited connectivity between Mardon skipper populations, and their limited dispersal ability, the
potential for direct mortality due to fire could harm Mardon skipper populations (Service 2010b,
Black 2011, Black et al. 2011).

Mardon skipper populations may be vulnerable to local extirpation if a fire burns all of the occupied
habitats at a population site (Black 2011). If a known Mardon skipper site is burned, these areas
must then be re-colonized by butterflies flying in from unburned parts of the meadow; however, the
rate and extent of re-colonization for Mardon skippers is still currently being investigated (Black
2011, Black et al. 2011). Overall, assessing whether the habitat benefits gained from using
prescribed fire will balance the lethal effects fire can pose to Mardon skippers is a complex
undertaking. Further, potential effects will depend upon the timing and severity of the fire and the
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condition of the habitat. The re-colonization rate and extent will depend upon the abundance and
distribution of the protected core populations as well as the habitat response of the burned areas.

Under the CCP, the refuge will manage upland meadows for the benefit of Mardon skippers by
reducing the cover of shrubs and trees. Activities that may negatively affect Mardon skippers will be
avoided, including heavy grazing and extensive burning. In areas with known populations of
Mardon skippers, grazing, burning and other management activities will be subject to careful
consideration.

Invasive species are a concern within upland meadows. Invasives crowd out native plants and reduce
plant biodiversity. Some invasives, like cheatgrass, increase fire frequency. Under the CCP, the
refuge will manage upland meadows to reduce the cover of invasive plants. Current management of
upland meadows that do not contain populations of Mardon skippers include pine removal and
chemical control of invasive, nonnative plants, such as meadow knapweed.

Pine removal and chemical control of invasive plants will continue to be management strategies.
Pine removal is conducted by sawyers, and slash is hand piled. Mechanized removal actions will be
extremely limited in areas with active Mardon skipper populations; all pine removal in known areas
of Mardon skipper populations will be conducted by hand to minimize trampling and disturbance. In
areas where the Mardon skipper does not occur, small pines may be removed by mowing or
mastication; larger pines will be removed using chainsaws or heavy equipment. Mechanical,
cultural, chemical, and biological agents may be used to eradicate or control invasive species.
Prescribed fire may also be used to remove pines and shrubs. When applied, prescribed fires will be
conducted in fall to mimic natural processes. Light, managed grazing may also be applied to prevent
pine and shrub growth in areas where Mardon skippers do not occur. Management activities will be
delayed until late summer or fall to reduce effects on nesting cranes and migratory birds.

Goal 3. Protect, maintain, and enhance forest habitats
characteristic of Glenwood Valley/Conboy Lake Region.

Objective 3.1 Ponderosa Pine Forest

Over the life of the CCP, protect, maintain, and enhance 610 acres of ponderosa pine forest on
CLNWR for the benefit of migratory birds (e.g., white-headed woodpeckers, chipping
sparrows, dark-eyed juncos, Townsend’s solitaires, dusky flycatchers) and a diverse
assemblage of native forest-dependent species (e.g., Ames’ milk-vetch, Pulsifer’s monkey-
flower). Late-succession ponderosa pine forest is characterized by:

» Being dominated by large, well-spaced ponderosa pine with lesser amounts of
lodgepole pine, Douglas-fir, and grand fir.

» Some areas of small trees in even-aged groups, one to several acres in size.

* Mean canopy closures of 10-40% with 10 trees/acres at >21 inches diameter at breast

height (DBH), with at least two trees being >31 inches DBH.

An average of 1.4 snags/acres being >8 inches DBH.

Small forest openings in dry sites with bitterbrush and milk-vetch present.

An open understory with regenerating pines.

An interspersion of herbaceous ground cover with native shrubs (e.g., snowberry, wild
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rose, bitterbrush, rabbitbrush).
» A <5% presence of invasive/undesirable plants.

In areas where ponderosa pine stands are potential western gray squirrel habitat (where it meets
Oregon white oak forest), desired attributes include:

* A multi-layered and well-connected canopy with between 45% and 75% canopy cover.
* At least eight large conifers (>16 inches DBH) per acre.

» At least a 30% cover of native shrubs.

* A 50% to 80% ground cover of forest litter or moss.

Strategies For Achieving Objective

Acres 610

A. Over the life of the CCP, conduct mechanical thinning on ponderosa pine stands as
prescribed in the Silvicultural Report and Recommendations (White 2009). For about 35% of
the stand, thin to a stand density index of about 100-135. On an additional 35% of the stand,
thin to a stand density index of about 180. Maintain about 15% of the stand intact, with no
treatment, in patches 2-5 acres in size.

B. Apply prescribed fire in the fall as outlined in the Silvicultural Report and
Recommendations. Use “underburning,” or the use of light controlled burns, to remove fuels,
kill some small trees, and remove ladder fuels.

C. Create small openings in about 15% of the stand, in sizes from .5 to 2 acres. Small
openings could be contiguous to very widely spaced areas, in order to allow for maximum
growth on large ponderosa pine trees.

D. Determine the existing snag density and, if needed, create additional snags through
girdling, cutting, or prescribed fire.

E. Use appropriate IPM techniques which may include mechanical/physical, cultural,
chemical, and/or biological means to eradicate or control invasive species (see Appendix H).

Rationale

Protecting, maintaining, and enhancing the existing ponderosa pine forest is consistent with the
Service’s 2001 policy on BIDEH (601 FW 3). This habitat provides thermal cover and migration and
dispersal corridors for a diverse assemblage of wildlife species, including amphibians, reptiles,
migratory landbirds and small mammals. The state threatened western gray squirrel relies on
ponderosa pine forests for foraging habitat (Linders et al. 2010). A number of rare or uncommon
native birds and wildflowers have been found in this habitat.

The black-backed woodpecker and white-headed woodpecker are found in ponderosa pine forests.
Both are candidates for listing as state threatened or endangered and prefer open, mature stands of
ponderosa pine (Wahl et al. 2005). Under the CCP, the refuge will manage for late-succession
ponderosa pine stands exhibiting variable stand structure that will support species such as
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black-backed and white-headed woodpeckers. Mechanical thinning will occur to meet attributes
identified above, as well as objectives defined in the CLNWR Silvicultural Report and
Recommendations (White 2009).

Ames’ milk-vetch is a state endangered plant found on the refuge and adjacent lands. This represents
the only population in Washington. Ames’ milk-vetch is found in open ponderosa pine habitat and
germinates on disturbed ground with little forest litter. Historically, periodic fires maintained open
ponderosa pine forests free of shrubs and forest litter (Camp and Gamon 2011). However, fire
suppression during the last century has limited available habitat for the Ames’ milk-vetch. Under the
selected management direction, the refuge will manage ponderosa pine stands for the benefit of
Ames’ milk-vetch.

Western gray squirrels utilize ponderosa pine stands that are adjacent to, or intermingled with, stands
of Oregon white oak. These stands occur mainly on the southern boundary of the refuge. Ideal pine
stands are a mix of ages and stand densities. Mature ponderosa pines provide nest sites and serve as
a reliable food source. Areas with dense cover allow fungal production, which is an important food
source, while openings enhance the variety of food sources by allowing seed-bearing shrubs to grow.
Isolated trees often produce more seeds and may serve as secluded den sites and cover for migration;
isolated trees should be maintained for these purposes. Migration corridors should be two or more
trees wide with a complex canopy. In areas where ponderosa pine stands are potential western gray
squirrel habitat, stands will be managed to provide a multi-layered and well-connected canopy
between 45% and 75% canopy cover with at least eight large conifers (>16 inches DBH) per acre.
These stands should also have at least 30% cover of native shrubs and 50% to 80% ground cover of
forest litter or moss. Timber management or prescribed fire will be avoided around active squirrel
nests between March 1 and August 31 to prevent any disturbance to nesting females and young
(Linders et al. 2010).

The existing ponderosa pine forest sites are occupied by stands primarily composed of 60-100
year-old ponderosa pine. These stands are dominated by ponderosa pine, with lesser amounts of
lodgepole pine, Douglas-fir, and grand fir present. Two of the stands are part of the forested
landscape directly west of Conboy Lake. The other ponderosa pine stands are scattered along the
edges of Conboy Lake wetlands, and are usually associated with adjacent stands of lodgepole pine
and quaking aspen. In these cases, as mentioned previously, ponderosa pine occupies slightly higher,
better drained sites. Common understory shrubs and herbs include snowberry (Symphocarpus spp.),
wild rose (Rosa spp.), bitterbrush (Purshia tridentata), bracken fern (Pteridium aquilinum), various
native bunchgrasses and other grass species. Ecologically, these stands lie between the grand fir and
ponderosa pine zones (Franklin and Dyrness 1973) and are similar to, but drier than, the grand
fir/pinegrass and grand fir/elk sedge plant communities in the Gifford Pinchot National Forest to the
west (Topik 1989).

Ponderosa pine stands in the refuge have followed a development history similar to others on the
eastern slopes of the Cascade Range. In pre-settlement times, frequent, low-intensity ground fires
probably were the predominant disturbance influencing these forests and were key in maintaining
more open conditions than we see today. Fire prevention, beginning in the late 1800s and early
1900s, mostly removed the influence of fire on forest succession in ponderosa pine stands. The lack
of fires has probably resulted in an increased density in these stands. Most ponderosa pine stands on
CLNWR are densely stocked, and understory tree species are mostly lodgepole pine, Douglas-fir,
ponderosa pine and grand fir. Pure ponderosa pine stands often contain large numbers of small trees.

Chapter 2. Management Direction 2-25



Conboy Lake National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan

Under the CCP, most ponderosa pine stands will be managed towards a desired future condition
comprised of large patches of older forest with large snags. Stands will be dominated by large,
well-spaced ponderosa pine trees, with some areas of small trees in even-age groups one to several
acres in size. Reducing stand density via mechanical thinning will enhance individual tree vigor,
promoting development of large, old-growth pines in the future, help provide for habitat for species
adapted to open pine stands, and will provide a margin of protection from future insect outbreaks and
wildfires. Reducing stand density may also allow for the re-introduction of light ground fires in a
future prescribed burning program. Density reduction prior to the reintroduction of fire is likely
necessary in many areas; build-up of duff and reduction of individual tree vigor in dense stands after
years of fire exclusion may make it difficult to immediately reintroduce fire (Arno 2005).
Mechanical thinning could include commercial thinning, hand clearing with chainsaws, or other
suitable heavy equipment.

Fire suppression has allowed a hazardous buildup of fuels within ponderosa pine forests. A fire
moving through this forest could become catastrophic and threaten human life or property. Under
the CCP, the refuge will manage ponderosa pine forests to reduce the buildup of fuels and avoid
stand replacement fires. Proposed hazardous fuels reduction is detailed in the MCRNWRC’s Fire
Management Plan.

Within recent history, the ponderosa pine forest has not been actively managed. In the future,
hazardous fuels treatments, including prescribed fire and mechanical methods, will be conducted to
reduce risks to humans and wildlife. These treatments also address past climate trends and projected
increases to fire risk associated with future climate conditions. Mechanical thinning and prescribed
fire may be used to create more open structure for Ames’ milk-vetch and black-backed and
white-headed woodpeckers. For the benefit of both woodpeckers and other species, such as owls,
that nest and forage in ponderosa pine forests, snags will be created through fire or girdling.
Additionally, other mechanical, cultural, chemical and biological agents may be used to control or
eradicate invasive species.

Objective 3.2 Lodgepole/Ponderosa Pine Forest

Over the life of the CCP, protect, maintain, and enhance 587 acres of lodgepole/ponderosa pine
on CLNWR for the benefit of migratory birds (e.g., mountain chickadees, yellow-rumped
warblers, Cassin’s finches), nesting bald eagles, and a diverse assemblage of other native
forest-dependent species (e.g., elk, deer, Douglas squirrels, western gray squirrels).
Lodgepole/ponderosa pine is characterized by:

» Larger, older lodgepole and ponderosa pine.

» Small openings with small trees in even-aged groups, one to several acres in size.
* Anaverage of 1.4 snags/acres being >8 inches DBH.

» A <5% presence of invasive/undesirable plants.

In areas where ponderosa pine stands are potential western gray squirrel habitat (where it meets
Oregon white oak forest), stands will be managed with:

* A multi-layered and well-connected canopy with between 45% and 75% canopy cover.
* At least eight large conifers (>16 inches DBH) per acre.
» At least a 30% cover of native shrubs.
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* A 50% to 80% ground cover of forest litter or moss.

Strategies For Achieving Objective

Acres 587

A. Over the life of the CCP, conduct mechanical thinning on lodgepole/ponderosa pine stands
as prescribed in the Silvicultural Report and Recommendations (White 2009). Focus on areas
where the stand is a mixture of lodgepole and ponderosa pine and replicate the density called
for in ponderosa pine stands, favoring ponderosa pine.

B. Create small openings to enhance structural diversity.

C. Determine the existing snag density and, if needed, create additional snags through girdling
or cutting.

D. Apply prescribed fire in the fall as outlined in the Silvicultural Report and
Recommendations where appropriate.

E. Use appropriate IPM techniques which may include mechanical/physical, cultural,
chemical, and/or biological means to eradicate or control invasive species (see Appendix H).

Rationale

Maintaining existing lodgepole/ponderosa pine forest is consistent with the Service’s 2001 policy on
BIDEH (601 FW 3). This habitat provides thermal cover and migration and dispersal corridors for a
diverse assemblage of wildlife species. Migratory songbirds, such as the yellow-rumped warbler,
Cassin’s finch, and mountain chickadee, which have experienced population declines in Washington,
nest and forage in lodgepole/ponderosa pine forests. Native mammals, such as elk, deer and Douglas
squirrels may use lodgepole/ponderosa pine forests for nesting, foraging, or cover. Bald eagles,
which are a state sensitive species, nest in mature lodgepole and ponderosa pines.

Western gray squirrels, a state threatened species, may use some lodgepole and ponderosa pine
stands. Western gray squirrels may utilize pine stands that are adjacent to, or intermingled with,
stands of Oregon white oak, which occurs mainly on the southern boundary of the refuge. These
pine stands should be managed to increase stand complexity, with a variety of densities and tree ages.
The largest trees are important for nest sites and food sources and should be maintained. Isolated
trees and small groups of trees are also important as migration cover and secluded nest sites. In areas
where pine stands are potential western gray squirrel habitat, stands will be managed to provide a
multi-layered and well-connected canopy between 45% and 75% canopy cover with at least eight
large conifers (>16 inch DBH) per acre, preferably ponderosa pine. These stands should also have at
least 30% cover of native shrubs and 50% to 80% ground cover of forest litter or moss. Timber
management or prescribed fire will be avoided around active squirrel nests between March 1 and
August 31 to prevent any disturbance to nesting females and young (Linders et al. 2010).

CLNWR lodgepole/ponderosa pine forests are primarily composed of 40-100-year-old lodgepole and
ponderosa pines. Lodgepole pine occupies low areas and depressions on the local landscape,
adjacent to wet meadows. Farther away from wet meadow edges, on slightly higher terrain, stands
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change to a mixture of lodgepole pine and ponderosa pine. Some areas in the middle of these stands
are almost pure ponderosa pine. The most common shrub in lodgepole/ponderosa pine stands is
spirea. Other common shrubs and forbs include serviceberry, snowberry, wild rose and trailing
blackberry. Lodgepole/ponderosa pine stands on CLNWR are densely stocked and are reasonably
healthy. Lodgepole pine is quite intolerant of shade, thus needing room to grow well. Lodgepole
pine can, however, grow at very dense levels, with little individual tree growth. CLNWR stands are
growing at moderate rates.

Unlike ponderosa pine, lodgepole pine is not maintained by frequent, low-intensity fire. The species
has thin bark and is susceptible to cambium damage and killing by fire (Evers et al. 1996).
Lodgepole pine grows fast and is relatively short-lived, usually not surviving more than 150 or 200
years (Arno 1977). Mature, dense stands are susceptible to attacks by the mountain pine beetle,
which can kill the majority of trees in a stand. Large fires, such as the Yellowstone fires of 1988,
burned in stands that had earlier outbreaks of mountain pine beetles (Lynch et al. 2006). Trees
occupying low sites with high water tables, such as at CLNWR, are also subject to periodic breakage
or uprooting by wind, adding fuel for later wildfires.

Although stands are not maintained by fire, lodgepole pine is well-adapted to regrowing after fire.
The tree colonizes and grows quickly on open, disturbed sites. The tree exhibits fast juvenile growth
and quickly becomes established. The species is very tolerant of growing season frost and does well
on valley bottoms, depressions, and other sites where cold air accumulates and growing season frost
can be a problem.

The refuge will manage for late-succession lodgepole/ponderosa pine forests for a variety of species
by creating structural diversity. In areas where the stand is a mixture of lodgepole and ponderosa
pine, thinning to replicate the density to favor ponderosa pines will improve stand vigor. This will be
accomplished by creating openings through mechanical methods, creating snags by girdling trees,
prescribed fire, and mechanical thinning to reduce stand density. Reducing density in areas of pure
lodgepole pine, a relatively short-lived species, will not necessarily translate into long-term stand
health; even thinned stands are susceptible to insects such as the mountain pine beetle and other
pathogens. In addition, there is value in retaining some areas of unthinned stand, which may provide
superior habitat for species such as the black-backed woodpecker.

Stand density reduction efforts will focus on areas of mixed ponderosa pine and lodgepole pine and
on removing lodgepole pine. Mechanical thinning will occur to meet attributes identified above, as
well as objectives defined in the CLNWR Silvicultural Report and Recommendations (White 2009).
Mechanical thinning could include commercial thinning or hand clearing with chainsaws or other
suitable heavy equipment. Natural processes, such as windthrow of trees, will also contribute to
creation of structural diversity. Invasive species that negatively affect native species may be
controlled or eradicated through a combination of mechanical, cultural, chemical and biological
methods.

A history of fire suppression has allowed a hazardous buildup of fuels within lodgepole/ponderosa
pine forests. To reduce risks to human life and property, as well as wildlife, the refuge will reduce
hazardous fuels through prescribed fire and mechanical thinning. These treatments will also address
past climate trends and projected increases to fire risk associated with future climate conditions.
Hazardous fuels reduction is detailed in the MCRNWRC’s Fire Management Plan.
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Objective 3.3 Mixed Conifer Forest

Over the life of the CCP, protect, maintain, and enhance 926 acres of mixed conifer forest on
CLNWR for the benefit migratory birds (e.g., brown creepers, Townsend’s warblers,
red-breasted nuthatches, pine siskins) and a diverse assemblage of other forest-dependent
species (e.g., elk, black-tailed deer). Mixed conifer forest is characterized by:

* A dense overstory canopy dominated by Douglas-fir, grand fir, and ponderosa pine.

» Being multi-layered and structurally diverse.

» Large, well-spaced Douglas-fir and ponderosa pine (>4 trees/acre at >18 inches DBH
with at least two trees >24 inches DBH).

* At least two snags/acre.

* A 20% aerial coverage of scattered openings with understory shrubs (e.g., snowberry,
California hazel, wild rose) and other herbaceous species (e.g., bracken fern).

In areas where ponderosa pine stands are potential western gray squirrel habitat (where it meets
Oregon white oak forest), stands will be managed with:

A multi-layered and well-connected canopy with between 45% and 75% canopy cover.
At least eight large conifers (>16 inches DBH) per acre.

At least a 30% cover of native shrubs.

A 50% to 80% ground cover of forest litter or moss.

Strategies For Achieving Objective

Acres 926

A. Over the life of the CCP, conduct mechanical thinning on mixed conifer stands as
prescribed in the Silvicultural Report and Recommendations (White 2009). Over about 50% of
the stand area, thin Douglas-fir and grand fir to a relative density of 25-35 and retain larger
trees.

B. Create small openings (approximately 0.5 acres in size) to enhance structural diversity.

C. Determine the existing snag density and, if needed, create additional snags through girdling
or cutting.

D. Apply prescribed fire in the fall as outlined in the Silvicultural Report and
Recommendations.

E. Use appropriate IPM techniques which may include mechanical/physical, cultural,
chemical, and/or biological means to eradicate or control invasive species (see Appendix H).

Rationale

Maintaining existing mixed conifer forest is consistent with the Service’s 2001 policy on BIDEH
(601 FW 3). This habitat provides thermal cover and migration and dispersal corridors for a diverse
assemblage of wildlife species. Mixed conifer forests provide nesting and foraging habitat for a
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variety of migratory birds, including brown creepers, Townsend’s warblers, red-breasted nuthatches
and pine siskins, which have declined in Washington (Wabhl et al. 2005). Other native animals, such
as elk and deer, use mixed conifer forests for cover and as migration corridors.

Western gray squirrels may utilize conifer stands that are adjacent to, or intermingled with, stands of
Oregon white oak, which occurs mainly on the southern boundary of the refuge. These stands should
be managed to increase stand complexity, with a variety of densities and tree ages. Areas of dense
canopy cover promote the growth of fungi, which are important food sources. Light gaps allow the
growth of seed-bearing shrubs. The largest trees are important for nest sites and food sources and
should be maintained. Isolated trees and small groups of trees are also important as migration cover
and secluded nest sites. In areas where pine stands are potential western gray squirrel habitat, stands
will be managed to provide a multi-layered and well-connected canopy between 45% and 75%
canopy cover with at least eight large conifers (>16 inch DBH) per acre, preferably ponderosa pine
and Douglas-fir. These stands should also have at least 30% cover of native shrubs and 50% to 80%
ground cover of forest litter or moss. Timber management or prescribed fire will be avoided around
active squirrel nests between March 1 and August 31 to prevent any disturbance to nesting females
and young (Linders et al. 2010).

CLNWR mixed conifer stands are densely populated, with a few areas of light stocking (dry
ridgetops populated by young ponderosa pine and Oregon white oak). These stands are stocked with
Douglas-fir, ponderosa pine, and grand fir as the primary tree species. In addition, most mixed
conifer stands include an understory of grand fir, or a component of grand fir in the overstory.
Although many small grand fir and Douglas-fir saplings inflate the number of stems per acre, stands
are fully occupied with larger trees. Mixed conifer stands appear to be about 100 years old, similar
to or a bit older than other stands on the refuge. Fire is probably less frequent than in ponderosa pine
stands, on the order of every 25-100 years. Semi-frequent surface fire maintained stands of
ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir on the drier end of this fire group.

The northerly slopes of these stands allow development of shade-tolerant grand fir to a greater extent
than ponderosa pine and lodgepole pine stands, particularly with fire exclusion during the past
century. Currently, mixed conifer stands are relatively dense and include understories of Douglas-fir
and grand fir. In some areas, grand fir is a stand canopy component.

Management direction will include retaining late-successional forest conditions, which these stands
are developing, and creating edge. Small openings and thinned areas, combined with areas that
remain in their current, relatively dense condition, will help to maintain parts of the stand as dense
forest. Creating openings and reducing overall stand density will lessen the chance of large-scale
stand loss from disturbance agents such as insects or fire. The refuge will manage for native wildlife
by creating and maintaining structural diversity dominated by Douglas-fir, grand fir and ponderosa
pine in mixed conifer forests. This will be accomplished through prescribed fire, mechanical
thinning, creating small openings, and creating snags by girdling. Mechanical thinning will occur to
meet attributes identified above, as well as objectives defined in the CLNWR Silvicultural Report
and Recommendations (White 2009). Mechanical thinning could include commercial thinning or
hand clearing with chainsaws or other suitable heavy equipment.

A history of fire suppression has allowed a hazardous buildup of fuels. A fire burning in mixed
conifer forests could threaten human life and property, as well as wildlife. To prevent hazardous
wildfires, several management tools may be used. Stands may be commercially thinned to reduce
stand density and remove ladder fuels. Grand fir, which is not fire resistant, may be selectively
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removed. Prescribed fire may also be used to reduce hazardous fuels. These treatments also address
past climate trends and projected increases to fire risk associated with future climate conditions.
Hazardous fuels reduction is detailed in the MCRNWRC'’s Fire Management Plan.

Objective 3.4 Oregon White Oak Woodland

Over the life of the CCP, protect, maintain, and enhance 61 acres of Oregon white oak
woodlands on CLNWR for the benefit of breeding and migrating landbirds (e.g., dusky
flycatchers, American robins, white-breasted nuthatches, Lewis’ woodpeckers), foraging
greater Sandhill cranes, small mammals (e.g., western gray squirrels) and a diverse assemblage
of oak woodland-dependent species (e.g., turkeys, deer). Oregon white oak woodlands are
characterized by:

» Oak-pine woodland, with or without scattered trees, that comprise a moderate and
variable (<25 to 75%) canopy cover.

» At least eight large diameter (>16 inch DBH) trees per acre, dominated by conifers, but

with a diversity of mast-producing trees.

A multi-layered canopy of ponderosa pine with an upper canopy layer >46 feet.

Sparse understories of oak with <50% shrub cover or other ground vegetation.

The presence of snags.

Connectivity of the oak forests with adjacent conifer forests.

A <5% presence of invasive/undesirable plants.

Strategies For Achieving Objective

Acres 61

A. Create openings with mechanical techniques to allow oak recruitment.

B. Selectively thinning (e.g., mechanical techniques) adjacent conifers overtopping hardwood
species.

C. Determine the existing snag density and, if needed, create additional snags through
girdling.

D. Apply prescribed fire in the fall as outlined in the Silvicultural Report and
Recommendations (White 2009).

E. Use appropriate IPM techniques which may include mechanical/physical, cultural,
chemical, and/or biological means to eradicate or control invasive species (see Appendix H).

Rationale

Protecting and maintaining Oregon white oak woodland habitat is consistent with the Service’s 2001
policy on BIDEH (601 FW 3). Oregon white oak woodland is also a priority habitat in Washington

due to declining populations (Larsen and Morgan 1998). White oak woodlands provide habitat for a
variety of native species, including turkey, deer, bats, and other small mammals and migratory birds.
Birds such as the white-breasted nuthatch and Lewis’s woodpecker, a state candidate species, nest in
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white oak woodlands (Wahl et al. 2005). Greater Sandhill cranes, a state endangered species, forage
in white oak woodlands. Under the CCP, the refuge will protect and promote the growth of Oregon
white oak woodlands for the benefit of native species.

Oregon white oak woodlands also provide habitat for the State threatened western gray squirrel
which is present on the refuge. Ideal habitat for western gray squirrels is complex, with a mix of age
classes, species, and densities. Mature oaks are an important food source, and the largest oaks should
be maintained by removing conifers that overtop them. Conifers within Oregon white oak
woodlands are an important component of habitat. Large pines provide nesting, foraging and
denning habitat. Areas of dense pine cover allow for growth of fungus, such as truffles, which are a
food source for western gray squirrels. Areas of low canopy cover and open patches ensure a
broader variety of food sources, such as seed-bearing shrubs. However, a dense shrub understory
may stress plants and limit seed production. Timber management or prescribed fire between March 1
and August 31 could disrupt breeding or access to mates and young and should be avoided within
400 feet of any squirrel nests (Linders et al. 2010).

Oregon white oak occurs interspersed with conifers, or in small, almost pure, groups on the refuge.
The species is very drought-tolerant and occupies locations with very shallow soils where conifers
have difficulty competing. The species is shade-intolerant; fire exclusion has resulted in many
Oregon white oaks being overtopped by conifers, decreasing their vigor or killing the hardwoods due
to lack of light.

Due to its importance as habitat, the primary strategy for managing Oregon white oak on CLNWR
will be to protect, maintain, and enhance the vigor and growth of existing trees. A recommended
practice for Oregon white oak is to thin adjacent conifers that are shading the hardwood in order to
maintain the oaks’ vigor and growth (Larson and Morgan 1998). Thinning conifers from the south
side of oak trees leaves some connectivity on the north side for arboreal rodents such as the western
gray squirrel. Connectivity is important since gray squirrels nest in conifers (Larson and Morgan
1998).

Periodic, low-intensity fire is one of the key ecological processes affecting the viability of oak
woodland ecosystems. An anthropogenic fire regime by American Indians was probably present
historically. Fire maintained open understory conditions in oak woodland and favored dominance of
oak over Douglas-fir. The recent history of fire suppression on the refuge has allowed encroachment
of Douglas-fir and invasive plants in oak woodlands and may have contributed to a decline in oak
recruitment and in native wildflowers. To maintain this rare plant community, control of invasive
plants, planting oak seedlings or saplings, and maintaining sufficient forest floor light conditions by
thinning dense, even-aged oak stands may be necessary.

Structurally diverse stands will be created to benefit native species, such as western gray squirrels.
To benefit cavity-nesting species, such as Lewis’s woodpecker, snags may be created by girdling.
Connectivity with conifer forests will be maintained to serve as movement corridors for western gray
squirrels, turkey, deer, and other native species.

Objective 3.5 Quaking Aspen Stands

Over the life of the CCP, protect, maintain, and enhance 95 acres of quaking aspen stands on
CLNWR for the benefit of migratory landbirds (e.g., red-naped sapsuckers, house wrens,
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western screech owls, tree swallows, northern flickers), raptors (e.g., sharp-shinned hawks,
Cooper’s hawks), and a diverse assemblage of other native species (e.g., elk, ruffed grouse,
beavers). Quaking aspen is characterized by:

» Large aspen trees and snags with regeneration.

* A mean canopy cover of 40-80% (either clumped with patches and openings or
relatively evenly distributed) with >1.5 trees and >1.5 snags/acre >39 feet in height and
10 inch DBH.

» A >10% cover of saplings in the understory.

Strategies For Achieving Objective

Acres 95

A. Provide a setback from haying to promote suckering (recruitment) of aspens.

B. Disk up to five acres annually to cause disturbance and promote suckering.

C. Selectively thin pine up to 30 feet around aspen stands to promote expansion of aspen
stands within conifer forests.

D. Remove conifers (mechanical techniques, girdling) within established aspen stands.

E. Determine the existing snag density and, if needed, create additional snags through
girdling.

F. Selectively cut back (top) or girdle large aspens to promote suckering, where necessary.

G. Apply prescribed fire in the fall as outlined in the Silvicultural Report and
Recommendations (White 2009).

H. Use appropriate IPM techniques which may include mechanical/physical, cultural,
chemical, and/or biological means to eradicate or control invasive species (see Appendix H).

Rationale

Protecting and maintaining aspen stands is consistent with the Service’s 2001 policy on BIDEH (601
FW 3). Aspen stands provide habitat for a diverse assemblage of native species. Migratory
landbirds are found in all life stages within aspen stands. Snags provide an insect food source for
birds, such as red-naped sapsuckers and downy and hairy woodpeckers, as well as habitat for cavity
nesters. Cavities created by birds for nesting are used by other birds and mammals. Aspen stands
are also important habitat for western screech owls, mountain bluebirds, tree swallows and other
birds (Altman 2000). Raptors, such as sharp-shinned and Cooper’s hawks, forage in aspen stands.
The aspen buds are an important winter food source for ruffed grouse. Elk and deer rely on aspen for
foraging and calving or fawning. Porcupines, beaver, rabbits, bears and other mammals eat aspen
bark, foliage, or buds.

Chapter 2. Management Direction 2-33



Conboy Lake National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan

Aspen is found on the valley floor, adjacent to wetlands. Quaking aspen grows in clones, with many
stems sharing the same genetic makeup. The species sprouts prolifically from root suckers, produced
on the shallow lateral roots. Suckering occurs mainly at the edge of existing aspen stands and often
occurs due to disturbance. The resulting young trees need abundant light in order to develop; thus,
new suckers that survive and develop are on the edges of the clone. Suckers are susceptible to
consumption by wild and domestic ungulates. Individual quaking aspen trees are not long-lived
(maximum age of about 150 years in the western United States), although clones are much older.
Fire suppression reduces suckering and allows conifers to become established within aspen stands.
Conifer encroachment can eliminate aspen stands because aspen is shade-intolerant.

The refuge will manage aspen stands to maintain structural diversity and promote suckering through
multiple disturbance regimes. This will be accomplished by removing pines within aspen stands, as
well as by selectively removing pines around aspen stands. Prescribed fire in the fall may be used to
simulate natural conditions that promote disturbance. Any haying or mowing will be set back from
stand edges to promote suckering. Large aspens may be topped or girdled to promote suckering and
create snags. Refuge boundary fences will be maintained to prevent unauthorized grazing by cattle,
which can limit aspen recruitment.

Goal 4. Protect and maintain riparian habitats characteristic of the
Glenwood Valley/Conboy Lake Region.

Objective 4.1 Riparian Corridor (Alder and Willow)

Over the life of the CCP, protect and maintain 35 acres of alder/willow-dominated riparian
corridor on CLNWR for the benefit of breeding and migrating landbirds (e.g., wood ducks,
willow flycatchers, yellow warblers, song sparrows, spotted towhees), accipiters (e.g., red-
shouldered hawks), and a diverse assemblage of other native species (e.g., ruffed grouse, deer,
elk). Desired attributes of alder/willow dominated riparian corridors include:

» The presence of riparian shrubs (e.g., willow, alder, hawthorne) on up to 50% of the
riparian corridor.

Strategies For Achieving Objective

Acres 35

A. Create setbacks from grazing/haying activities to protect riparian areas.

B. Strategically remove riparian vegetation for infrastructure maintenance (e.g., dikes,
ditches).

C. Use appropriate IPM techniques which may include mechanical/physical, cultural,
chemical, and/or biological means to eradicate or control invasive species (see Appendix H).
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Rationale

A legacy of agricultural use on the refuge has resulted in a series of ditches and channelized creeks.
Riparian habitat associated with these ditches and creeks was probably not present in the area prior to
development of agriculture. However, within the altered landscape riparian zones provide resources
for a variety of wildlife species, especially neotropical migrant birds which use riparian habitat more
than any other habitat for foraging and nesting (Quigley and Arbelbide 1997). Riparian areas also
provide habitat for bats, other small mammals, grouse, deer, elk, and frogs. However, excessive
riparian vegetation can overshadow waterways, preventing growth of aquatic vegetation that is
important to Oregon spotted frogs, a species of management concern.

Under the CCP, riparian areas will be managed to provide habitat for a variety of native species.
Haying, mowing, and grazing will be set back from riparian edges to allow growth of riparian
vegetation. A variety of techniques, including mechanical, cultural, chemical and biological agents
may be used to eradicate or control invasive species. Riparian vegetation will be selectively removed
in areas to allow for maintenance of infrastructure, such as dikes, ditches and water control
structures, as well as provide open areas to promote aquatic vegetation growth.

Goal 5. Gather scientific information (surveys, research, and
assessments) to support adaptive management decisions under
objectives for Goals 1-4.

Objective 5.1 Surveys

Throughout the life of the CCP, conduct high-priority inventory and monitoring (survey)
activities that evaluate resource management and public-use activities to facilitate adaptive
management. These surveys contribute to the enhancement, protection, use, preservation, and
management of wildlife populations and their habitats on and off refuge lands. Specifically,
they can be used to evaluate achievement of resource management objectives identified under
Goals 1-4 in the CCP. These surveys have the following attributes:

» Data collection techniques will have minimal animal mortality or disturbance and
minimal habitat destruction.

*  The minimum number of samples (e.g., water, soils, vegetative litter, plants,
macroinvertebrates, vertebrates) to meet statistical analysis requirements will be
collected for identification and/or experimentation in order to minimize long-term or
cumulative impacts.

* Proper cleaning of investigator equipment and clothing, as well as implementing
quarantine methods, where necessary, will minimize the potential spread or
introduction of invasive species.

» Projects will adhere to scientifically defensible protocols for data collection, where
available and applicable.

Prioritized List of Surveys

» Oregon spotted frog egg mass surveys.
» Mardon skipper surveys across all appropriate habitats on the refuge.

Chapter 2. Management Direction 2-35



Conboy Lake National Wildlife Refuge Comprehensive Conservation Plan

» Sandhill crane monitoring: breeding pair surveys, productivity, and colt survival.
* Monitoring water levels with staff gauges in wet meadows and emergent marshes.
»  Western gray squirrel surveys.

* Rare plant surveys.

* Elk population surveys.

»  Waterfowl survey during spring migration.

» Waterfow! pair and brood counts.

* Invasive species mapping and monitoring.

» Secretive marshbird surveys.

» Pollinator surveys.

» Bat surveys.

»  Western toad surveys.

»  Water rights monitoring.

* Aquatic invertebrate surveys.

» Refuge plant list by habitat.

» Coyote population surveys.

* Inventory of all species present in springs, including plants and invertebrates.

* Monitoring flows and temperatures in springs.

o Terrestrial invertebrate surveys.

» Deer population surveys.

Strategies For Acheiving Objective

A. Understand distributions of species through appropriate survey methodologies.

B. Conduct refuge-wide sampling in all habitats.

C. Stratified sampling techniques to select for key species or guilds.

D. Develop a geodatabase that ties individual records to specific locations (GIS/GPS).

Rationale

The Administration Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. 668dd ee), requires monitor the status and trends of
fish, wildlife, and plants in each refuge. Surveys will be used primarily to evaluate resource response
to assess progress toward achieving refuge management objectives (under Goals 1-4 in this CCP)
derived from the NWRS mission, refuge purpose(s), and the maintenance of BIDEH (601 FW 3).
Determining resource status and evaluating progress toward achieving objectives is essential to
implementing adaptive management on Department of the Interior lands as required by policy (522
DM 1). Specifically, results of surveys will be used to refine management strategies, where
necessary, over time in order to achieve resource objectives. Surveys will provide the best available
scientific information to promote transparent decision-making processes for resource management
over time on refuge lands.

Inventories, monitoring, research, and studies are essential to high-quality habitat and population
management. Currently, CLNWR has comprehensive species lists, but population numbers of
numerous species are little more than estimates, albeit ones made from years spent on the refuge.
Inventorying populations of at least the target species in this CCP is a priority.
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Most of the highest priority surveys concern species listed as sensitive, candidate, threatened, or
endangered (State or Federal), including Mardon skipper, Oregon spotted frog, Sandhill crane,
western gray squirrel, and rare plants. It is important to initiate or continue monitoring these
populations to understand their distribution on the refuge to ensure appropriate management actions
and to evaluate the effectiveness of management actions.

Other high priority surveys, such as monitoring water levels and invasive species mapping, facilitate
habitat restoration and management. Water levels directly influence the suitability of habitat for
Oregon spotted frogs and Sandhill cranes. Invasive species, notably bullfrogs and various plants, can
greatly diminish habitat suitability and need to be mapped. Elk population surveys will be valuable
for understanding the numbers and distribution of elk on the refuge and evaluating the effects of a
limited hunt. Waterfowl and secretive marshbird surveys directly relate to the reason for which the
refuge was created and also relate to hunting, one of the priority public uses of the refuge. Other
surveys identified in the objectives concern species or communities that may be listed as threatened
or endangered or they concern food sources and predators that affect species of concern. Some
surveys are valuable to understanding water availability and inputs to the refuge.

Monitoring habitat conditions provides valuable support for sound decision making when applied to
refuge resource management and also contributes to the Service’s ability to modify management
practices (adaptive management). This is especially the case due to long-term changes in climatic
conditions that may affect habitats and fish and wildlife populations. Wildlife populations, habitat
conditions and habitat management practices, including restoration efforts, must be monitored to
evaluate their status and effectiveness. Population trends can be used to evaluate habitat
effectiveness and guide management actions.

The importance of monitoring is amplified by climate change, which is projected to significantly
affect habitats and species on the refuge. These changes could result in species declines and/or loss
of populations at refuges, particularly for small and isolated populations, and for species with high
sensitivity to changes in temperature, precipitation, hydrology, disturbance, and other stressors
influenced by climate. The most likely beneficiaries of these changes are species that can rapidly
disperse and establish, but unfortunately nonnative invasive species also share these traits.

Objective 5.2 Research

Throughout the life of the CCP, conduct high-priority research projects that provide the best
science for habitat and wildlife management on and off refuges. Scientific findings gained
through these projects will expand knowledge regarding life-history needs of species and
species groups as well as identify or refine habitat and wildlife management actions. Research
also will reduce uncertainty regarding wildlife and habitat responses to refuge management
actions in order to achieve desired outcomes reflected in resource management objectives and
to facilitate adaptive management. These research projects have the following attributes:

» Adhere to scientifically defensible protocols for data collection, where available and
applicable, in order to develop the best science for resource management.

» Data collection techniques will have minimal animal mortality or disturbance and
minimal habitat destruction.

* Collect the minimum number of samples (e.g., water, soils, vegetative litter, plants,
macroinvertebrates, vertebrates) to meet statistical analysis requirements for
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identification and/or experimentation in order to minimize long-term or cumulative
impa